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The House met at 10 a.m. The vote was taken by electronic de- tatTham " gngOOd gﬂerma"d

The Chaplain, the Reverend Daniel P. vice, and there were—yeas 344, nays 55, & orette ooy Shme
Coughlin, offered the following prayer: not voting 35, as follows: Leach Owens Shows

Lord God, we ask You to shepherd [Roll No. 443] Lee Oxley Shuster
our comings and our goings. We hope Levin Packard Simpson

: YEAS—344 Lewis (CA) Pallone Sisisky
You guard us and guide us always. N ) o ileh Lewis (GA) pascroll akeen
H Abercrombie ayton ilchrest

As the Representatives of the people /7Preror e Conds Lewis (KY) pastor Skelton
of this great Nation, we have come to o, Coble Goodlatte Linder Paul Smith (M1)
do Your will. We have been attentive to Andrews Coburn Gordon Lipinski Payne Smith (NJ)
the needs of our times. We have lis- Armey Combest Goss Lofgren Pease Smith (TX)

d N d h Baca Cook Graham Lowey Pelosi Snyder
tene _tO our constituents and to eac Bachus Cooksey Granger Lucas (KY) Peterson (PA) Souder
other in the search of common purpose. gaker Cox Green (TX) Lucas (OK) Petri Spence

We are grateful to our colleagues, our Baldacci Coyne Green (WI) Luther Phelps Spratt
personal staffs and the staff of this Baldwin Cramer Greenwood Maloney (CT) Pickering Stabenow
House for all their work and their dedi- Ballenger Crowley Hall (OH) Valoney (NY)  Fombo opame

. Barcia Cubin Hall (TX) anzulio omeroy enholm
cation to government. We pray that g Cummings Hansen Markey Portman Stump
You bless each of them for their efforts Barrett (NE) Cunningham Hastings (WA) Martinez g:;f;(("c‘)a) g\‘j\/’;:g:y

H Barrett (WI Danner Hayes
and reward them for their goodness by ~Barrett (WD Pavie (FL) B rth Matoui quinn Talent
answering their prayers. Bass Davis (IL) Hill (IN) McCarthy (MO) Radanovich Tanner
We pray for our families and the peo- pgateman Davis (VA) Hinojosa mcgalrlthy (NY) gahalll $au5_cher
ple of the districts we represent. Grant Becerra Deal Hobson coofium egula auzin
them peace, prosperity and renewed Bentsen DeGette Hoeffel Mchugh Reyes Taylor (NC)
p » P p 3% Mclnnis Reynolds Terry
R A Bereuter Delahunt Hoekstra s
faltg. Maky_ You bW'hO have fb(i?_lilln this  gerkiey DeLauro Holden mantyre glley p}:ornberry
good work in us bring it to fulfillment, Berman DeLay Holt cKeon ivers une
i McKinney Rodriguez Thurman
now and forever. Amen. Berry DeMint Horn d
Biggert Deutsch Hostettler Meehan Roemer Tiahrt
Bilirakis Diaz-Balart Hoyer meei ('(:l\ll_\)() sogeri‘) " $00mey
Bisho| Dicks Hulshof CeKs ohrabacher owns
THE JOURNAL Blago?evich Dingell Hutchinson Menendez Ros-Lehtinen Traficant
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam- Bliley Dixon Hyde Vetcalt Rothman Eg”;lezco)
- Ica oukema a
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro- Blumenauer Doggett Inslee Mi

R Blunt Doole Isakson illender- Roybal-Allard Upton
ceedings and announces to the House ggenlert Doontyt,e Istook McDonald Royce Velazquez
his approval thereof. Boehner Dreier Jackson (IL) Miller (FL) Rush Visclosky

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour- Bonilla Duncan Jefferson m:::z: g:?r’ge gzﬁz ?PI(VQ) pker
Bonior Dunn John ’
nal stands approved. Minge Salmon Walsh
M KNOLLENBERG. M s K Bono Edwards Johnson, E. B. !

r. . r. peaker, goswer Ehlers Jones (NC) Mink Sanchez Wamp
pursuant to clause 1, rule I, | demand a Boucher Ehrlich Kanjorski Moakley Sanders Watt (NC)
vote on agreeing to the Speaker’s ap- Boyd Emerson Kaptur Mollohan Sandlin Watts (OK)

roval of the Journal Brady (TX) Eshoo Kasich poore Sanford \vaxman
p i . - Brown (FL) Etheridge Kelly Moran (VA) Sawyer Weiner
The SPEAKER. The question is on  gioun (oH) Evans Kennedy Morella Saxton Weldon (PA)
the Chair’s approval of the Journal. Bryant Farr Kildee Murtha Scarborough Wexler
The question was taken; and the Burr Fletcher Kilpatrick Myrick Schakowsky Weygand
Speaker announced that the ayes ap- Burton Foley Kind (W1) nadier oott whitfield
p . Y P Buyer Forbes King (NY) Napolitano Sensenbrenner Wilson
peared to have it. Callahan Ford Kingston Neal Serrano Woolsey
Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, | calvert Fossella Kleczka Nethercutt Sessions Wu
object to the vote on the ground that a Camp Fowler Klink m?r’thup gﬁ;ﬂigg \\I(VgS:g )
quorum is not present and make the ampbell Frank (MA) Knollenberg
N N Canady Franks (NJ) Kolbe NAYS—55
point of order that a quorum is not cannon Frelinghuysen Kuykendall
present. Capps Frost LaFalce Aderholt Clay Everett
The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum Cardin Gallegly LaHood Bilbray Clyburn Fattah
is not present Carson Ganske Lampson Borski Condit Filner
P - R - Castle Gejdenson Lantos Brady (PA) Costello Gephardt
The Sergeant at Arms will I’]Otlfy ab- Chabot Gekas Largent Capuano DeFazio Gillmor
sent Members. Chambliss Gibbons Larson Chenoweth-Hage Dickey Gonzalez
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Gutierrez McDermott Slaughter
Gutknecht McGovern Strickland
Hastings (FL) McNulty Stupak
Hefley Moran (KS) Tancredo
Hill (MT) Oberstar Taylor (MS)
Hilleary Olver Thompson (CA)
Hilliard Ortiz Thompson (MS)
Hinchey Peterson (MN) Tierney
Hooley Pickett Udall (NM)
Jackson-Lee Ramstad Waters

(TX) Rogan Weller
Kucinich Sabo Wicker
LoBiondo Schaffer

NOT VOTING—35
Archer Herger Rangel
Baird Houghton Shaw
Barton Hunter Smith (WA)
Collins Jenkins Stark
Conyers Johnson (CT) Thomas
Crane Johnson, Sam Vento
Doyle Jones (OH) Watkins
Engel McCrery Weldon (FL)
English Mclntosh Wise
Ewing Nussle Wolf
Gilman Pitts Young (AK)
Goodling Porter
1026

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYES). Will the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCNULTY) come forward and
lead the House in the Pledge of Alle-
giance.

Mr. MCNULTY led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE FOR
TODAY

(Mr. YOUNG of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise to make an announcement rel-
ative to the appropriations schedule for
the day.

Mr. Speaker, at the direction of the
leadership, the House and Senate ap-
propriators and appropriations staff
worked all through the night and have
prepared the conference report on the
legislative branch appropriations bill
as well as the Treasury-Postal appro-
priations bill. That was filed this
morning at approximately 7 a.m.

Then, after the appropriators worked
all night, the Committee on Rules
worked for a good portion of the night
and submitted a rule. We will take that
conference report up sometime today,
probably after we complete the consid-
eration of our last appropriations bill
for the District of Columbia.

But the announcement | wanted to
make is that the copies of the bill will
be on the House Committee on Rules
Web site and should be there now and
also on the House Clerk’s Office Web
site so that Members will have an op-
portunity to look at the entire con-
ference report.

In addition, a summary on printed
hard copy will be available in the Ap-
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propriations office so Members will
have ample opportunity to look at the
conference report prior to the time
they are called on to vote.
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Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my distinguished friend for yielding to
me, and | have just a couple of ques-
tions. The D.C. appropriations bill, will
that be brought to the floor today? Is
that the gentleman’s understanding?
The gentleman alluded to it in his re-
marks.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. It is my un-
derstanding that the D.C. bill will be
completed today. We are very close to
completion on that bill.

Mr. BONIOR. Does the gentleman ex-
pect that bill to be brought to the floor
today, the D.C. appropriation bill?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Yes.

Mr. BONIOR. All right. | thank the
gentleman.

The second thing is on the Treasury
Postal bill, obviously, there is a lot of
concern about the bill since Members
have not seen it, some Members did not
participate or were not allowed to par-
ticipate in the conference, as | under-
stand it, and the question | have is, the
two Cuban amendments that passed
with overwhelming votes in this Cham-
ber, are they in the bill or were they
stripped from the bill?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. They are not
in the conference report.

Mr. BONIOR. I thank my colleague.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | made the
announcement so Members will have
opportunity to review the entire report
and to find areas they like and areas
they do not like, and then we will pass
the conference report.

QUESTIONS REGARDING APPRO-
PRIATIONS SCHEDULE FOR
TODAY

(Mr. OBEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | just would
like to make a few observations about
the announcement just made by the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG). |
do not know how to describe the proc-
ess we are going through, except that
it looks to me like it was designed by
Johnny Fumblefingers. We have no
idea, Members have no idea of what is
in this conference report. We are
being—could | have some order or has
all respect gone from that side of the
aisle? Too many sore losers from the
baseball game last night, | guess.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYES). Does the gentleman wish to be
recognized to gloat for 2 minutes?

Mr. OBEY. The point | would like to
make, Mr. Speaker, is simply this, we
are being told that we are going to be
voting on a legislative appropriations
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bill today, and now we are being told
that when we do that that bill will by
reference also pass another appropria-
tion bill, the Treasury Postal bill, that
conference report is quaint, because
the Senate has not yet even completed
action on the bill which is being
conferenced, and in that bill, we have a
variety of interesting provisions.

So far as we know, there is, for in-
stance, apparently a road in that bill
that GSA is being asked to construct
in New Mexico, despite the fact GSA
has never constructed a road in the his-
tory of the operation. The funds in the
bill we are told are inadequate to allow
the IRS to meet its modernization re-
quirements, all of the matters relating
to Cuba and the Cuban embargo, if you
come from a farm district and are in-
terested in that, | do not see the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
NETHERCUTT) anywhere, but my under-
standing is that that has been stripped
out of the bill.

So | would suggest that this is a most
strange way to proceed. | do not under-
stand why it is necessary to proceed to
a conference report on a bill which has
not yet even been considered by the
other body, that is an incredibly irreg-
ular procedure, and | think it adds fur-
ther to the image of this House as not
knowing from one day to the next what
it is doing.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. | yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | thank my
friend for yielding to me, and when |
made this announcement, | did not in-
tend to start the debate on the con-
ference report. | merely wanted to
allow the Members to know where they
could see copies of this bill, so that
when we get to that debate, no one
would have the excuse of, well, | did
not have a chance to see the bill; that
was the only purpose, not to start the
debate now, but to tell Members where
they can see copies of this conference
report so they can vote intelligently.

Mr. OBEY. | would simply say to the
gentleman, | am not criticizing his
statement, | am criticizing his actions.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. | yield to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, |
the gentleman for yielding to me.

I would say to the gentleman from
Florida (Chairman Young) for whom |
have, as he knows, great respect and
affection, and | share that as well for
the ranking member.

I want to tell him, with all due re-
spect, | am the ranking member of the
Treasury Postal bill, and | am going to
have to go to the Web site because |
have not seen the conference report.
There was no conference. | would tell
my friends, there was no conference on
the Treasury Postal bill, whatever is in
the Treasury Postal bill, we are learn-
ing secondhand.

This is not the way my colleagues
ought to run this House and respect

thank
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one another as Members. This is a
wrong way to proceed, and we ought to
reject and start back at the very begin-
ning. This is not the way to treat one
another. If we want bipartisanship, if
we want to positively represent the
citizens of this country, if we want to
come to this place and be honest with
one another, this is not the way to do
it.

I am the ranking member. | have not
seen this bill, and | must go to the Web
site to see this bill. Reject this bill.

Mr. OBEY. Reclaiming my time, Mr.
Speaker, could | ask the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) a procedural
question?

The gentleman has indicated we are
going to bring up the D.C. bill, will we
be allowed to bring that bill to final
passage, or are we just going to debate
it further without voting on final pas-
sage?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. If the gen-
tleman would yield, | think he knows
that under the unanimous consent
agreement that we reached yesterday
that we are close to the end of comple-
tion of that bill. So it is certainly my
hope that we can complete that bill
and get it on to the Senate. That is the
final appropriations bill to leave the
House, and then we can turn our atten-
tion to the conference reports so that
we can complete the process to send it
to the White House.

Mr. OBEY. There are rumors around
here that the bill will be debated, but
that it will not be allowed to come to
final passage. Can the gentleman tell
us that it will be allowed to come to
final passage?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. | would sug-
gest to the gentleman that | have not
heard that rumor.

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES
ON H.R. 4205, FLOYD D. SPENCE
NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR, 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of
agreeing to the motion to instruct con-
ferees on H.R. 4205, offered by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR)
on which the yeas and nays were or-
dered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will rereport the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi moves that the
managers on the part of the House at the
conference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the Senate amendment to the
bill H.R. 4205 be instructed to insist upon the
provisions contained in section 725, relating
to the Medicare subvention project for mili-
tary retirees and dependents, of the House
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to instruct
conferees offered by the gentleman
from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR).

Further one minutes will be at the
end of legislative business.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 416, nays 2,

answered “‘present’ 1, not voting 15, as

follows:

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt

[Roll No. 444]

YEAS—416

DelLauro
DelLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
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Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
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Nussle Roybal-Allard Tancredo
Oberstar Royce Tanner
Obey Rush Tauscher
Olver Ryan (WI) Tauzin
Ortiz Ryun (KS) Taylor (MS)
Ose Sabo Taylor (NC)
Owens Salmon Terry
Oxley Sanchez Thompson (CA)
Packard Sanders Thompson (MS)
Pallone Sandlin Thornberry
Pascrell Sawyer Thune
Pastor Saxton Thurman
Paul Scarborough Tiahrt
Payne Schaffer Tierney
Pease Schakowsky Toomey
Pelosi Scott Towns
Peterson (MN) Sensenbrenner Traficant
Peterson (PA) Serrano Turner
Petri Sessions Udall (CO)
Phelps Shadegg Udall (NM)
Pickering Shaw Upton
Pickett Shays Velazquez
Pitts Sherman Visclosky
Pombo Sherwood Vitter
Pomeroy Shimkus Walden
Porter Shows Walsh
Portman Shuster Wamp
Price (NC) Simpson Waters
Pryce (OH) Sisisky Watkins
Quinn Skeen Watt (NC)
Radanovich Skelton Watts (OK)
Rahall Slaughter Waxman
Ramstad Smith (NJ) Weiner
Rangel Smith (TX) Weldon (FL)
Regula Snyder Weldon (PA)
Reyes Souder Weller
Reynolds Spence Wexler
Riley Spratt Weygand
Rivers Stabenow Whitfield
Rodriguez Stark Wicker
Roemer Stearns Wilson
Rogan Stenholm Wise
Rogers Strickland Woolsey
Rohrabacher Stump Wu
Ros-Lehtinen Stupak Wynn
Rothman Sweeney Young (FL)
Roukema Talent
NAYS—2

Sanford Thomas

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1

Buyer
NOT VOTING—15
Baird Jenkins Smith (WA)
Barton Jones (OH) Sununu
Ewing Kasich Vento
Gilman Mclintosh Wolf
Hunter Smith (MI) Young (AK)
1054

So the motion to instruct was agreed
to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, on
rolicall No. 444, | was inadvertently detained in
a Budget meeting with Mr. Dan Crippen and
Mr. Pete DuPont on solvency problems of So-
cial Security, and Medicare. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
444, | was detained in a Budget Hearing on
Social Security. Had | been present, | would
have voted “yea.”

MOTION TO CLOSE CONFERENCE
COMMITTEE MEETINGS ON H.R.
4205, FLOYD D. SPENCE NA-
TIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZA-
TION ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001,
WHEN CLASSIFIED NATIONAL
SECURITY INFORMATION IS
UNDER CONSIDERATION

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Speaker, | offer a
motion.
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THE SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYES). The Clerk will report the mo-
tion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. SPENCE moves, pursuant to clause 12 of
House rule XXII, that the meetings of the
conference between the House and the Sen-
ate on H.R. 4205 may be closed to the public
at such times as classified national security
information may be broached, provided that
any sitting Member of Congress shall be en-
titled to attend any meeting of the con-
ference.

THE SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPENCE).

On this motion, the vote must be
taken by the yeas and nays.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 411, nays 9,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 445]
YEAS—411

Abercrombie Coble Gonzalez
Ackerman Coburn Goode
Aderholt Collins Goodlatte
Allen Combest Goodling
Andrews Condit Gordon
Archer Cook Goss
Armey Cooksey Graham
Baca Costello Granger
Bachus Cox Green (TX)
Baird Coyne Green (WI)
Baker Cramer Greenwood
Baldacci Crane Gutierrez
Baldwin Crowley Gutknecht
Ballenger Cubin Hall (TX)
Barcia Cummings Hansen
Barr Cunningham Hastings (FL)
Barrett (NE) Danner Hastings (WA)
Barrett (WI) Davis (FL) Hayes
Bartlett Davis (IL) Hayworth
Bass Deal Hefley
Bateman DeGette Herger
Becerra Delahunt Hill (IN)
Bentsen DelLauro Hill (MT)
Bereuter DelLay Hilleary
Berkley DeMint Hilliard
Berman Deutsch Hinchey
Berry Diaz-Balart Hinojosa
Biggert Dickey Hobson
Bilbray Dicks Hoeffel
Bilirakis Dingell Hoekstra
Bishop Dixon Holden
Blagojevich Doggett Holt
Bliley Dooley Hooley
Blunt Doolittle Horn
Boehlert Doyle Hostettler
Boehner Dreier Houghton
Bonilla Duncan Hoyer
Bonior Dunn Hulshof
Bono Edwards Hunter
Borski Ehlers Hutchinson
Boswell Ehrlich Hyde
Boucher Emerson Inslee
Boyd Engel Isakson
Brady (PA) English Istook
Brady (TX) Eshoo Jackson-Lee
Brown (FL) Etheridge (TX)
Brown (OH) Evans Jefferson
Bryant Everett John
Burr Farr Johnson (CT)
Burton Fattah Johnson, E.B.
Callahan Filner Johnson, Sam
Calvert Fletcher Jones (NC)
Camp Foley Jones (OH)
Campbell Forbes Kanjorski
Canady Ford Kaptur
Cannon Fossella Kasich
Capps Fowler Kelly
Capuano Frank (MA) Kennedy
Cardin Frelinghuysen Kildee
Carson Frost Kilpatrick
Castle Gallegly Kind (WI)
Chabot Ganske King (NY)
Chambliss Gejdenson Kingston
Chenoweth-Hage Gekas Kleczka
Clay Gephardt Klink
Clayton Gibbons Knollenberg
Clement Gilchrest Kolbe
Clyburn Gillmor Kuykendall
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LaFalce Olver Shows
LaHood Ortiz Shuster
Lampson Ose Simpson
Lantos Owens Sisisky
Largent Oxley Skeen
Larson Packard Skelton
Latham Pallone Slaughter
LaTourette Pascrell Smith (MI)
Lazio Pastor Smith (NJ)
Leach Paul Smith (TX)
Levin Payne Snyder
Lewis (CA) Pease Souder
Lewis (GA) Pelosi Spence
Lewis (KY) Peterson (MN) Spratt
Linder Peterson (PA) Stabenow
Lipinski Petri Stearns
LoBiondo Phelps Stenholm
Lofgren Pickering Strickland
Lowey Pickett Stump
Lucas (KY) Pitts Stupak
Lucas (OK) Pombo Sununu
Luther Pomeroy Sweeney
Maloney (CT) Porter Talent
Maloney (NY) Portman Tancredo
Manzullo Price (NC) Tanner
Markey Pryce (OH) Tauscher
Martinez Quinn Tauzin
Mascara Radanovich Taylor (MS)
Matsui Rahall Taylor (NC)
McCarthy (MO) Ramstad Terry
McCarthy (NY) Rangel Thomas
McCollum Regula Thompson (CA)
McCrery Reyes Thompson (MS)
McDermott Reynolds Thornberry
McGovern Riley Thune
McHugh Rivers Thurman
Mclnnis Rodriguez Tiahrt
Mclntyre Roemer Tierney
McKeon Rogan Toomey
McNulty Rogers Towns
Meehan Rohrabacher Traficant
Meek (FL) Ros-Lehtinen Turner
Meeks (NY) Rothman Udall (CO)
Menendez Roukema udall (NM)
Metcalf Roybal-Allard Upton
Mica Royce Velazquez
Millender- Rush Visclosky

McDonald Ryan (WI) Vitter
Miller (FL) Ryun (KS) Walden
Miller, Gary Sabo Walsh
Minge Salmon Wamp
Mink Sanchez Waters
Moakley Sanders Watkins
Mollohan Sandlin Watts (OK)
Moore Sanford Waxman
Moran (KS) Sawyer Weiner
Moran (VA) Saxton Weldon (FL)
Morella Scarborough Weldon (PA)
Murtha Schaffer Weller
Myrick Schakowsky Wexler
Nadler Scott Weygand
Napolitano Sensenbrenner Whitfield
Neal Serrano Wicker
Nethercutt Sessions Wilson
Ney Shadegg Wise
Northup Shaw Woolsey
Norwood Shays Wu
Nussle Sherman Wynn
Oberstar Sherwood Young (FL)
Obey Shimkus

NAYS—9

Blumenauer Kucinich Miller, George
DeFazio Lee Stark
Jackson (IL) McKinney Watt (NC)

NOT VOTING—14

Barton Franks (NJ) Smith (WA)
Buyer Gilman Vento
Conyers Hall (OH) Wolf
Davis (VA) Jenkins Young (AK)
Ewing Mclintosh
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So the motion was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HAYES). Without objection, the Chair
appoints the following conferees:

From the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, for consideration of the House bill
and the Senate amendment, and modi-
fications committed to conference:
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Messrs. SPENCE, STUMP, HUNTER, KA-
SICH, BATEMAN, HANSEN, WELDON of
Pennsylvania, HEFLEY, SAXTON, BUYER,
Mrs. FOWLER, and Messrs. MCHUGH,
TALENT, EVERETT, BARTLETT of Mary-
land, McKEeoON, WATTs of Oklahoma,
THORNBERRY, HOSTETTLER, CHAMBLISS,
SKELTON, SISISKY, SPRATT, ORTIZ, PICK-
ETT, EVANS, TAYLOR of Mississippi,
ABERCROMBIE, MEEHAN, UNDERWOOD,
ALLEN, SNYDER, MALONEY of Con-
necticut, MCINTYRE, Mrs. TAUSCHER,
and Mr. THOMPSON of California.

Provided that Mr. KUYKENDALL is ap-
pointed in lieu of Mr. KAsicH for con-
sideration of section 2863 of the House
bill, and section 2862 of the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference.

From the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, for consider-
ation of matters within the jurisdic-
tion of that committee under clause 11

of rule X:

Messrs. Goss, LeEwis of California,
and DIXON.

Provided that Mr. MCHUGH is ap-

pointed in lieu of Mr. SCARBOROUGH for
consideration of section 1073 of the
Senate amendment, and modifications
committed to conference.

From the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, for consideration of sec-
tions 561-563 of the Senate amendment,
and modifications committed to con-

ference:
Messrs.  THOMAS, BOEHNER, and
HOYER.
From the Committee on Inter-

national Relations, for consideration of
sections 1201, 1205, 1209, 1210, title XIII,
and 3136 of the House bill, and sections
1011, 1201-1203, 1206, 1208, 1209, 1212, 1214,
3178, and 3193 of the Senate amend-
ment, and modifications committed to
conference:

Messrs.
GEJDENSON.

From the Committee on the Judici-
ary, for consideration of sections 543
and 906 of the House bill and sections
506, 645, 663, 668, 909, 1068, 1106, Title
XV, and Title XXXV of the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference:

Messrs. HYDE, CANADY of Florida, and
CONYERS.

From the Committee on Resources,
for consideration of sections 312, 601,
1501, 2853, 2883, and 3402 of the House
bill, and sections 601, 1059, title XIII,
2871, 2893, and 3303 of the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference:

Messrs. YOUNG of Alaska, TAuUzIN, and
GEORGE MILLER of California.

From the Committee on Commerce,
for consideration of sections 601, 725,
and 1501 of the House bill, and sections
342, 601, 618, 701, 1073, 1402, 2812, 3133,
3134, 3138, 3152, 3154, 3155, 3167-3169, 3171,
3201, and 3301-3303 of the Senate amend-
ment, and modifications committed to
conference:

Messrs. BLILEY, BARTON of Texas, and
DINGELL.

Provided that Mr. BILIRAKIS is ap-
pointed in lieu of Mr. BARTON of Texas

GILMAN, GOODLING, and
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for consideration of sections 601 and 725
of the House bill, and sections 601, 618,
701, and 1073 of the Senate amendment,
and modifications committed to con-
ference.

Provided that Mr. OXLEY is appointed
in lieu of Mr. BARTON of Texas for con-
sideration of section 1501 of the House
bill, and sections 342 and 2812 of the
Senate amendment, and modifications
committed to conference.

From the Committee on Education
and the Workforce, for consideration of
sections 341, 342, 504, and 1106 of the
House bill, and sections 311, 379, 553,
669, 1053, and Title XXXV of the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference:

Messrs. GOODLING,
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.

From the Committee on Government
Reform, for consideration of sections
518, 651, 723, 801, 906, 1101-1104, 1106, 1107,
and 3137 of the House bill, and sections
643, 651, 801, 806, 810, 814-816, 1010A, 1044,
1045, 1057, 1063, 1069, 1073, 1101, 1102, 1104,
1106-1118, Title XIV, 2871, 2881, 3155, and
3171 of the Senate amendment, and

HILLEARY, and

modifications committed to con-
ference:
Messrs. BURTON of Indiana, ScCAR-

BOROUGH, and WAXMAN.

Provided that Mr. HORN is appointed
in lieu of Mr. SCARBOROUGH for consid-
eration of section 801 of the House bill
and sections 801, 806, 810, 814-816, 1010A,
1044, 1045, 1057, 1063, 1101, Title XIV,
2871, and 2881 of the Senate amend-
ment, and modifications committed to
conference.

From the Committee on Science, for
consideration of sections 1402, 1403,
3161-3167, 3169, and 3176 of the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference:

Messrs. SENSENBRENNER,
and GORDON.

Provided that Mrs. MORELLA is ap-
pointed in lieu of Mr. CALVERT for con-
sideration of sections 1402, 1403, and
3176 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference.

From the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, for consider-
ation of sections 601, 2839, and 2881 of
the House bill, and sections 502, 601,
and 1072 of the Senate amendment, and

CALVERT,

modifications committed to con-
ference:
Messrs. SHUSTER, GILCHREST, and
BAIRD.

Provided that Mr. PASCRELL is ap-
pointed in lieu of Mr. BAIRD for consid-
eration of section 1072 of the Senate
amendment, and modifications com-
mitted to conference.

From the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs, for consideration of Sections
535, 738, and 2831 of the House bill, and
sections 561-563, 648, 664-666, 671, 672,
682-684, 721, 722, and 1067 of the Senate
amendment and modifications com-
mitted to conference:

Messrs. BILIRAKIS, QUINN, and Ms.
BRoOwN of Florida.

From the Committee on Ways and
Means, for consideration of section 725
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of the House bill, and section 701 of the
Senate amendment, and modifications
committed to conference:
Messrs. ARCHER, THOMAS, and STARK.
There was no objection.
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PRIVILEGES OF THE HOUSE—IN-
FRINGEMENT ON CONSTITU-
TIONAL PREROGATIVES

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, in order
to assert the constitutional preroga-
tives of the House, | rise to a question
of privileges of the House, and | offer a
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MiL-
LER of Florida). The Clerk will report
the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. RES. 568

Resolved, That the conference report ac-
companying H.R. 4516, making appropria-
tions for the Legislative Branch for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2001, and for
other purposes, in the opinion of this House,
contravenes the first clause of the seventh
section of the first article of the Constitu-
tion of the United States and is an infringe-
ment of the privileges of this House and that
such bill be respectfully recommitted to the
committee of conference.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res-
olution constitutes a question of the
privileges of the House.

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. GOSS

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | offer a
preferential motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Goss moves to table House Resolution
568.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to table of-
fered by the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Goss).

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, does this
motion to table set aside the constitu-
tional protection that all revenue mat-
ters should be coming initially and
originate from the House of Represent-
atives?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Adop-
tion of a nondebatable motion to table
constitutes a final disposition of the
resolution by the House.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | have a
further parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, if indeed
the motion to table prevails, would it
not, from a historic sense, be the first
time, based on parliamentary deci-
sions, it would be the first time that a
tax revenue issue would be raised by
the other body, and then come over
here and this body be disregarded?
That is the parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the precedents of the House, the Chair

The
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does not put things in historical per-
spective. That is not a parliamentary
inquiry.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, | have
another parliamentary inquiry. If the
motion to table prevails, does it not
mean that the other body has violated
the Constitution of the United States?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Adop-
tion of a nondebatable motion to table
constitutes a final disposition of the
pending resolution by the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to table of-
fered by the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Goss).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, |1 demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 213, noes 212,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 446]
AYES—213

Aderholt Franks (NJ) Mclnnis
Armey Frelinghuysen McKeon
Bachus Gallegly Metcalf
Baker Ganske Mica
Ballenger Gekas Miller (FL)
Barr Gibbons Miller, Gary
Barrett (NE) Gilchrest Moran (KS)
Bartlett Gillmor Morella
Bass Goode Myrick
Bateman Goodlatte Nethercutt
Bereuter Goodling Ney
Biggert Goss Northup
Bilbray Graham Norwood
Bilirakis Granger Ose
Bliley Green (WI) Oxley
Blunt Greenwood Packard
Boehlert Hansen Paul
Boehner Hastert Pease
Bonilla Hastings (WA) Peterson (PA)
Bono Hayes Petri
Brady (TX) Hayworth Pickering
Bryant Hefley Pitts
Burr Herger Pombo
Burton Hill (MT) Porter
Buyer Hilleary Portman
Callahan Hobson Pryce (OH)
Calvert Hoekstra Quinn
Camp Horn Radanovich
Canady Hostettler Regula
Cannon Houghton Reynolds
Castle Hulshof Riley
Chabot Hunter Rogan
Chambliss Hutchinson Rogers
Chenoweth-Hage Hyde Rohrabacher
Coble Isakson Ros-Lehtinen
Coburn Istook Roukema
Collins Johnson (CT) Royce
Combest Johnson, Sam Ryan (WI)
Cook Jones (NC) Ryun (KS)
Cooksey Kasich Salmon
Cox Kelly Sanford
Crane King (NY) Saxton
Cubin Kingston Scarborough
Cunningham Knollenberg Schaffer
Deal Kolbe Sensenbrenner
DelLay Kuykendall Sessions
DeMint LaHood Shadegg
Diaz-Balart Largent Shaw
Dickey Latham Shays
Doolittle LaTourette Sherwood
Dreier Lazio Shimkus
Duncan Leach Shuster
Dunn Lewis (CA) Simpson
Ehlers Lewis (KY) Skeen
Ehrlich Linder Smith (MI)
Emerson LoBiondo Smith (NJ)
English Lucas (OK) Smith (TX)
Everett Manzullo Souder
Fletcher Martinez Spence
Foley McCollum Stearns
Fossella McCrery Stump
Fowler McHugh Sununu
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Sweeney Tiahrt Watts (OK)
Talent Toomey Weldon (FL)
Tancredo Traficant Weldon (PA)
Tauzin Upton Weller
Taylor (NC) Vitter Whitfield
Terry Walden Wicker
Thomas Walsh Wilson
Thornberry Wamp Young (AK)
Thune Watkins Young (FL)
NOES—212
Abercrombie Gordon Neal
Ackerman Green (TX) Nussle
Allen Gutierrez Oberstar
Andrews Gutknecht Obey
Archer Hall (TX) Olver
Baca Hastings (FL) Ortiz
Baird Hill (IN) Owens
Baldacci Hilliard Pallone
Baldwin Hinchey Pascrell
Barcia Hinojosa Pastor
Barrett (WI) Hoeffel Payne
Becerra Holden Pelosi
Bentsen Holt Peterson (MN)
Berkley Hooley Phelps
Berman Hoyer Pickett
Berry Inslee Pomeroy
Bishop Jackson (IL) Price (NC)
Blagojevich Jackson-Lee Rahall
Blumenauer (TX) Ramstad
Bonior Jefferson Rangel
Borski John Reyes
Boswell Johnson, E. B. Rivers
Boucher Jones (OH) Rodriguez
Boyd Kanjorski Roemer
Brady (PA) Kaptur Rothman
Brown (FL) Kennedy Roybal-Allard
Brown (OH) Kildee Rush
Campbell Kilpatrick Sabo
Capps Kind (WI) Sanchez
Capuano Kleczka Sanders
Cardin Klink Sandlin
Carson Kucinich Sawyer
Clay LaFalce Schakowsky
Clayton Lampson Scott
Clement Lantos Serrano
Clyburn Larson Sherman
Condit Lee Shows
Conyers Levin Sisisky
Costello Lewis (GA) Skelton
Coyne Lipinski Slaughter
Cramer Lofgren Snyder
Crowley Lowey Spratt
Cummings Lucas (KY) Stabenow
Danner Luther Stark
Davis (FL) Maloney (CT) Stenholm
Davis (IL) Maloney (NY) Strickland
DeFazio Markey Stupak
DeGette Mascara Tanner
Delahunt Matsui Tauscher
DelLauro McCarthy (MO) Taylor (MS)
Deutsch McCarthy (NY) Thompson (CA)
Dicks McDermott Thompson (MS)
Dingell McGovern Thurman
Dixon Mclntyre Tierney
Doggett McKinney Towns
Dooley McNulty Turner
Doyle Meehan Udall (CO)
Edwards Meek (FL) Udall (NM)
Engel Meeks (NY) Velazquez
Eshoo Menendez Visclosky
Etheridge Millender- Waters
Evans McDonald Watt (NC)
Farr Miller, George Waxman
Fattah Minge Weiner
Filner Mink Wexler
Forbes Moakley Weygand
Ford Mollohan Wise
Frank (MA) Moore Woolsey
Frost Moran (VA) Wu
Gejdenson Murtha Wynn
Gephardt Nadler
Gonzalez Napolitano
NOT VOTING—10
Barton Hall (OH) Vento
Davis (VA) Jenkins Wolf
Ewing Mclntosh
Gilman Smith (WA)
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Messrs. HILL of Montana, GREEN-
WOOD, PAUL, METCALF, Mrs. EMER-
SON, and Messrs. RADANOVICH, SAN-
FORD, and JONES of North Carolina
changed their vote from “‘no’’ to “‘aye.”
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So the motion to lay on the table
House Resolution 568 was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4865, SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS TAX RELIEF ACT OF
2000

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 564 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 564

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 4865) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to repeal the
1993 income tax increase on Social Security
benefits. The bill shall be considered as read
for amendment. All points of order against
the bill and against its consideration are
waived. The amendment recommended by
the Committee on Ways and Means now
printed in the bill shall be considered as
adopted. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill, as amended,
and on any further amendment thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept: (1) one hour of debate on the bill, as
amended, equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Ways and Means; (2) the
further amendment printed in the report of
the Committee on Rules accompanying this
resolution, if offered by Representative Pom-
eroy of North Dakota or his designee, which
shall be in order without intervention of any
point of order, shall be considered as read,
and shall be separately debatable for one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent; and (3) one mo-
tion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MiL-
LER of Florida). The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY);
pending which | yield myself such time
as | may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us
is a structured rule providing for the
consideration of H.R. 4865, the Social
Security Benefits Tax Relief Act. The
rule provides for 1 hour of debate,
equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means. The rule waives all points of
order against the bill and against its
consideration.

The rule provides that the amend-
ment recommended by the Committee
on Ways and Means, now printed in the
bill, shall be considered as adopted.
The rule provides for consideration of
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, printed in the Committee on
Rules report accompanying the resolu-
tion, if offered by the gentleman from
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North Dakota (Mr. POMEROY) or his
designee, which shall be considered as
read and shall be separately debatable
for 1 hour, equally divided by the pro-
ponent and an opponent. The rule
waives all points of order against the
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

Finally, the rule provides one motion
to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, passage of this rule will
allow the House of Representatives to
consider important bipartisan legisla-
tion to repeal a misguided tax on So-
cial Security benefits. For most of the
program’s existence, Social Security
has been exempt from Federal income
tax. But in 1993, as part of the largest
tax increase in American history,
President Clinton and Vice President
GORE proposed a tax increase on Social
Security benefits. They claimed this
tax would reduce the Federal budget
deficit, at which time it was $255 bil-
lion.

The controversial Clinton-Gore pro-
posal was vigorously debated in this
House of Representatives. Opponents of
the plan argued that control of Federal
spending, not tax increases, was a bet-
ter way to reduce the budget deficit. At
the end of the debate, the Clinton-Gore
proposal was passed by a single vote in
the Democrat-controlled House. Not
one Republican voted for this proposal.
In the Senate, Vice President GORE
cast the deciding vote, enabling Presi-
dent Clinton to sign this tax increase
on senior citizens into law.

Despite passage of the Clinton-Gore
tax increase, budget deficits continued,
and the money collected from the So-
cial Security tax increase funded even
more government spending, with defi-
cits increasing. In 1994, the Republican
Party became the majority party for
the House and the Senate for the first
time in 50 years. The Republican Con-
gress enacted much-needed tax relief,
controlled government spending, and
passed the first balanced budget in a
generation.

Tax cuts and fiscal responsibility,
along with the hard work of the Amer-
ican people, have caused the Federal
budget to become balanced faster than
was forecast. This year, the Federal
budget has a surplus of $233 billion.
Even proponents of the 1993 Social Se-
curity tax increase should agree it is
now time to repeal this tax on senior
citizens. Proponents said it was nec-
essary to cut the deficit, and now the
deficit is gone.

This Social Security tax is more than
unnecessary, it is bad and unwise tax
policy. It penalizes seniors who work
and discourages Americans from sav-
ing. The tax is also unfair. It changes
tax policy in the middle of the game,
penalizing recipients who based past
work and saving decisions on old law.
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In essence, this tax on Social Secu-

rity benefits tells Americans not to

save because if they do they will have
their benefits of Social Security taxed.
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I am troubled that our national sav-
ings rate is at an all-time low. In fact,
private savings are actually a net nega-
tive at this time.

It is clear to me that as long as we
have a tax on Social Security and one
that does not encourage savings and in-
vestment, we are going to have a prob-
lem with the national savings rate.

Opponents will argue that this tax is
for the rich. This is simply not the
case. This tax affects seniors who make
more than $25,000 if they are single or
$32,000 if they are married. Mr. Speak-
er, that is not exactly the rich of
America. It is called the middle class
of America.

Furthermore, these income levels are
not indexed for inflation, meaning
more and more lower-income people
will be impacted by this tax every
year.

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, 10 million beneficiaries are
hit by this tax this year, and more
than 17.5 million beneficiaries will be
hit in 2010. The average tax this year is
$1,180. It will grow to $1,359 in the year
2010.

Opponents will also argue that re-
pealing the Clinton-Gore tax increase
on Social Security benefits will weak-
en Medicare. This is also not the case.

The legislation requires that funds
from general revenue will be trans-
ferred to offset to the penny the
amount being generated by the Social
Security tax, thus maintaining Medi-
care’s current financing.

Mr. Speaker, with passage of this un-
derlying legislation, Congress says that
Social Security recipients should not
be penalized for retirement and savings
through an IRA or a 401(k) plan or for
taking a part-time job after retiring.

The gentleman from Texas (Chair-
man ARCHER) from the Committee on
Ways and Means aptly stated to us in
the Committee on Rules yesterday
when he sought this rule, the only peo-
ple that pay this tax are those who
saved during their lifetimes or those
who will be working.

Clearly, this is unfair and must be
changed.

That is what this debate is about,
and that is what this rule is about.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
support this rule so that the House
may consider this legislation to reduce
the unwise tax on our senior citizens,
the Social Security benefits tax.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | thank my dear friend,
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SEs-
SIONS), for yielding me the customary
half hour.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to begin by
thanking my Republican colleagues for
making the Pomeroy-Green-Capuano
Democratic alternative in order. Be-
cause they make their amendment in
order, this rule will enable us to choose
between helping the very rich and ev-
eryone else.
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My Republican colleagues have a bill
that pretends to help seniors but actu-
ally does nothing whatsoever for 80
percent of them. Furthermore, Mr.
Speaker, it endangers Medicare.

The average Social Security benefit
is $804 per month for individuals and
$1,348 for married couples. These peo-
ple, as well as middle-income Social
Security beneficiaries, will get nothing
from this Republican bill.

Instead this bill, like so many before,
will cut taxes for the richest Ameri-
cans. In this case it is the richest 20
percent of the Social Security bene-
ficiaries.

The Republican bill repeals part of
the 1993 deficit reduction law that
raises the threshold for taxation of
benefits to 85 percent. The funds raised
should go into the Medicare Trust
Fund. But this Republican bill will not
do that.

My Republican colleagues criticize
the Clinton administration for this 1993
deficit reduction measure. But, Mr.
Speaker, | would like to remind my
colleagues that in 1983 it was none
other than Ronald Reagan and George
Bush who put this law into being, the
previous threshold of taxing 50 percent
of the benefits.

So, Mr. Speaker, in addition to being
unfair, repealing this provision is un-
wise. The revenues gained under cur-
rent law are a dedicated source of rev-
enue for a Medicare program. Over the
next 10 years, this provision will raise
$117 billion for Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, it is very risky at this
time to jeopardize the future security
of Medicare, particularly when the risk
is taken just to make the rich a little
bit richer.

My colleagues may say that we will
make up those lost revenues with
money from the general fund. But, Mr.
Speaker, | have been here long enough
to know that today’s surplus can very
easily end up as tomorrow’s deficit and
that it is not worth taking the risk of
leaving seniors without Medicare cov-
erage.

Mr. Speaker, American seniors want
real legislation. American seniors want
their Medicare safe, and they do not
want the surplus squandered to fund
Republican schemes to make the rich
richer.

I urge my colleagues to take a good
look at this and support the Pomeroy-
Green-Capuano substitute.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman  from California  (Mr.
DREIER), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to begin by
congratulating my friend, the gen-
tleman from Dallas, Texas (Mr. SEs-
SIONS), for his superb statement in
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which he gave an account of the testi-
mony that the gentleman from Texas
(Chairman ARCHER) delivered before
the Committee on Rules on the very
important aspects of this measure.

I would also like to compliment my
dear friend, the gentleman from South
Boston (Mr. MOAKLEY), the ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Rules, for the first sentence of his
statement in which he congratulated
us on making sure that the Democratic
substitute was in order.

The rest of his statement was balo-
ney; but the first sentence was actually
very good, and it should be congratu-
lated.

I would like to say that we are in the
midst of doing some very, very impor-
tant work here. We hear the President
say, do not send another risky tax
scheme bill or tax cutting binge, as
John Podesta called it, they have all
these great names for it, do not send
all these bills that basically allow the
American people to keep more of their
hard-earned dollars down to the White
House because they will veto it.

And we look at the litany of meas-
ures that the President has said that
he was going to veto in the past, in-
cluding that very important Education
Flexibility Act and the Teacher Em-
powerment Act, which take power from
Washington, D.C., and turn it back for
decision-making at local school boards
and in the State legislatures and local
governments. The President was going
to veto that; and, sure enough, he
signed it.

National missile defense is some-
thing that we regularly talk about, 1
am happy to say, in somewhat of a bi-
partisan way. The President was deter-
mined to veto that measure. He said he
was absolutely going to veto it. And
what did he do? He ended up signing it.

Welfare reform. We all know that he
twice vetoed it. And then a virtual
identical bill he signed. We are just
now seeing the tremendous accounts of
those benefits based on the work of our
colleague, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON), to the welfare
reform that has been put into place. We
have seen tremendous improvements
all the way across the board.

So these are measures which the
President said he was going to veto and
he signed them.

Similarly, when he said, do not send
another tax cutting bill down here be-
cause | am going to veto it, | think we
have a responsibility to do our work.
And this is one of those very, very im-
portant measures.

Back in 1993, we saw the arguments
made that the way that we could bal-
ance the budget would be to impose the
largest tax increase in American his-
tory. | know my Democratic colleagues
like to call this the balanced budget
measure.

The fact of the matter is it was the
largest tax increase in American his-
tory, and it is a measure which did
have not one single Republican vote in
favor of it, neither the House nor the
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Senate. They love to argue that. | am
proud of the fact that | did not vote for
that bill. And we call it the Gore tax
because it was decided by a single vote
in the other body and that was the vote
that was cast by the Vice President, AL
GORE, in favor of the increase.

One of those very important aspects
of that massive tax increase bill was
the one that said to senior citizens
that, if we do not repeal this measure
over the next year, 8 million will be
paying an additional $1,180 in taxes on
their Social Security benefits. We saw
this increased from 50 percent to 85

percent.
I will tell my colleagues, as my
friend, the gentleman from Dallas,

Texas (Mr. SESsSIONS), has said in re-
counting the statement of the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means before our Committee on Rules,
do we not want to encourage people to
plan for their retirement? Did we not,
with only 24 Members, all Democrats
voting against the measure but every-
one else supporting it, pass a measure
which said that we should increase
from $2,000 to $5,000 the contributions
to individual retirement accounts, ex-
panded 401(k)s?

These are the things we are trying to
do to encourage people to plan for re-
tirement. But what is it we do with the
measure we have got here? We say to
people they are rewarded if they do not
plan for retirement; and they in fact
are penalized if they do plan for retire-
ment and have a little bit of success.
That is what the Democratic sub-
stitute, which | happily made in order,
will be considering.

This argument that my friend, the
gentleman from South Boston (Mr.
MOAKLEY), put out about jeopardizing
Medicare and hospital insurance, the
Hospital Insurance Fund is protected,
and it is guaranteed to be solvent. The
provisions that are in our measure are
also in the Democratic substitute. So
that really is a red herring that has
been put out there.

This is a responsible measure. It al-
lows hard-working Americans who
have been forced throughout their en-
tire lifetime through no choice of their
own to pay into the Social Security
system to have a chance to keep some
of their own hard-earned money. And
we want to encourage people to save
for their retirement.

So we are doing the right thing. We
have got a surplus. Why do we not do
what they said they were going to do
when they passed the massive tax in-
crease, balance the budget?

Now that we have done that, let us go
ahead and repeal that tax. | suspect we
are going to do it in a bipartisan way.
Democrats and Republican alike are
supportive of this. And at the end of
the day, | hope very much that Presi-
dent Clinton will sign the measure.

So | thank my friend for his very,
very fine statement and his leadership
on this issue.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER).
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Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, |
appreciate the courtesy of the gen-
tleman in yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, as we were listening to
the selective memory of history, we
would not have a surplus today to be
dealing with if we had not had some
very difficult budget cutting and tax
increasing under both George ‘‘Read
My Lips” Bush and President Clinton.
But those difficult decisions were made
to try and put us in a position of fiscal
responsibility.

Now, under the Republican scheme of
a tax cut du jour, we are slowly seeing
this fiscal responsibility chipped away.
The most recent one under the pro-
posal before us today would cost $113
billion over the next 10 years from the
Medicare Trust Fund, a trust fund that
does not have adequate money to deal
with it over time despite the fact we
are going to double the number of sen-
ior citizens drawing upon it over the
course of the next 30 years.

These are the folks that passed a
budget resolution that talks about
budget austerity. And then we watch
day after day, week after week as they
ignore that budget resolution and move
off into the ether fiscal land.

But | am less concerned about indi-
vidual cuts. I am happy to consider ad-
justments for people who need it in
terms of cutting taxes, making budget
adjustments. But my question is, when
are we going to listen to the people
who need help the most?

We have heard about the so-called in-
heritance tax, the death tax chipping
away. They make adjustments for
47,000 American families who are at the
top end of the spectrum, but they
refuse to have meaningful relief for the
one-third of the senior citizens without
prescription drug benefits who are now
paying the highest prices in the world.

If we are going to talk about people
who are having their estates chipped
away, let us talk about the 300,000 sen-
ior citizens who are now in nursing
homes who are having their estates
chipped away to deal with the $2,000
minimum.
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If you want to help somebody, let us
get our priorities straight, not have a
continual series of proposals to help
the people who are least in need and
you continue to ignore those people
who need help the most. | strongly
urge that we redirect our priority, and
before we do more tax cutting du jour
for the most privileged, that we might
do something for the people who need
it the most.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

As usual in this great body we have
people who represent the tax collec-
tors. We have just heard witness of the
importance of being a tax collector and
how the Federal Government has to
have this money. We also have advo-
cates like the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER), who represent the
taxpayer, the middle class of this coun-
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try who pay the taxes who are trying
to get back what is owed them.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
The Woodlands, Texas (Mr. BRADY),
who represents the taxpayer also.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
want to thank the gentleman from
Texas for his leadership on this impor-
tant issue.

This is not very complex, Mr. Speak-
er. This is about certain principles. All
the bills that we vote on here in Wash-
ington, it is not about Hollywood, it is
not about white papers and policy posi-
tions. To my way of thinking, we are
talking about real people and what
type of signal we send them in every-
thing we do here in Washington. This is
legislation where again we send a sig-
nal to people.

In Washington, we like to discourage
people from doing the right thing. For
some reason we have got a tax code
that punishes people who do the right
thing. People who go to school to get a
job and a skill, those who marry, those
who work hard, maybe invest some
money for their own retirement, who
put their money together perhaps and
with their spouse work hard to have a
small business, people who save for re-
tirement who have a dream that some-
day their kids will go to college and
they will get everyone settled in and
they will have some time for them-
selves after all these years. Those are
the people that we tax the highest and
regulate the most. We discourage them
from doing the right thing.

My fear is that people are going to
stop doing things that they are pun-
ished for. Young people are smart these
days. They figure out that if govern-
ment is going to take care of me, why
should | go that extra mile? Why
should I work hard? Why should | save?
Why should | dream about a retire-
ment? Because Uncle Sam is going to
take care of me. We all know that is
not the case anymore. We know that it
always comes back to you and me and
our actions. That determines our type
of life.

What we are doing here today is en-
couraging people to save. We are en-
couraging people to dream about their
retirement and to save for it. And if
they have invested at this point in
their life and they are either elderly or
they are widowed, they do not have the
spouse that has been with them so
long, or perhaps they are disabled,
what we are saying here is we do not
think it is right and we do not think it
is fair to tax people because they have
saved, because they have put money
away, because maybe they started a
small business or maybe they kept
their family farm going.

By the way, we are not taxing them
to put that money back into Social Se-
curity. Absolutely not. We are divert-
ing it for other uses, some of it to
Medicare, most of it diverted to other
uses up here.

So you have got to ask, will there be
an impact from this? Will there be a
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cost from this repeal? Absolutely. We
cannot afford more $900 hammers.
Maybe we will not be able to afford the
450th different education program.
Maybe we will have to have one less.
Maybe we cannot have as many dif-
ferent agencies that all do exactly the
same thing and do not talk to each
other. There will be a cost to it because
you have to do this responsibly.

From my way of thinking, setting a
priority on seniors, on the disabled, on
widows, on survivors who have worked
hard to do the right thing is the right
thing to do for America.

Just to make a point, people tell you
that this is taxing and a repeal for the
wealthy. Only in Washington are you
wealthy if you make $30,000 or so a
year. $30,000 does not go very far these
days. You look at, especially seniors, a
lot of them are raising their grand-
children these days. People start fami-
lies earlier. It is not unusual to have
them in college. Look at all the costs
of living anymore. Only in Washington
would we tell you that you are wealthy
and rich if you have saved and make
about $30,000 a year. That is wrong. We
know in the real world that people
need every help they can to make ends
meet every month.

This repeal is the right thing to do
for America. It is right on principle
and encourages the things that help
build America and help all of us try to
reach our dream in retirement.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

The current speaker talked about
$30,000 is not a lot of money. We know
that. The Democratic alternative ex-
empts a couple of $100,000 or less. We
are raising it from $30,000 to $100,000.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN), co-
author of the amendment.

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in support of the rule and thank
my colleagues on the Committee on
Rules, both the Democrats and Repub-
licans, for providing an opportunity to
have an alternative to the Social Secu-
rity tax cut. | have to admit, though,
only in Washington-speak would the
1993 tax be called the Clinton-Gore tax
and yet the 1983 tax that was 50 percent
is not called the Reagan-Bush tax. Mr.
Speaker, | think our folks are smart
enough to understand that.

The argument, our Committee on
Ways and Means chairman said yester-
day, at the Committee on Rules is so
correct, the argument we have is, We
have a surplus; let’s provide some tax
cuts. Now that we have that surplus,
let’s do that. Well, that is great. The
problem is this bill does not do that.

What this bill does is it takes the
money out of the Medicare trust fund
and it says, over the next year, we will
try to put it back in, but each Congress
is going to make that decision. That is
why the substitute is the best way to
go.
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There are a number of reasons for
that. The Republican bill is financially
irresponsible. It takes money away
from the Medicare trust fund, and it
does not give any assurances that that
money that it takes out will be put
back. The Democratic substitute we
have is more cost effective. It costs
about $46 billion less than the Repub-
lican bill; but what it does is actually,
as my ranking member on the Com-
mittee on Rules said, it raises the
amount from $30,000 to $80,000 for indi-
viduals and from $44,000 to $100,000 for
couples. We are taking away those low
tax brackets for seniors and that is
great. But my Republican colleagues
never talk about the 50 percent that
they are still going to be paying.

The Democratic substitute is more
responsible. It provides a targeted tax
cut to those who need it most, and it
does not bust the Federal budget like a
lot of their tax cuts do. It is a finan-
cially responsible middle ground.

The so-called surplus mentioned by
the Republicans is based on current
law, not the billions that we have seen
pass this House over the last number of
months. My concern is that this year’s
surplus is already spent with the cur-
rent Republican spending rates. The
Democratic substitute protects Social
Security and Medicare. It does not pre-
tend to give seniors one thing out of
one pocket and take it away from them
in the other.

We prohibit the use of the Social Se-
curity trust surplus for this tax cut. So
oftentimes in Washington we do that.
We use Social Security money to pay
for lots of things, including tax cuts.
The other thing it does is it makes sure
that that money will go to Medicare. It
will go to the Medicare trust fund.

I want a tax cut. All of us want a tax
cut. But let us not punish the seniors
who depend on Medicare. 1 have to
admit to my colleague from Texas, | do
not represent any tax collectors. He
probably represents more IRS employ-
ees than | do. He has a higher income
district. | represent lots of taxpayers,
but there are also a lot of people who
depend on Medicare to make sure they
can survive.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

For the record | would like to point
out to the gentleman, my friend from
Texas, that the report that the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means worked off
of, a report that the Committee on
Rules relied upon, and | would like to
read from that in a letter that came di-
rectly to Chairman ARCHER from the
Congressional Budget Office. It says:
““Under current law, the revenues af-
fected by the bill are credited to Medi-
care’s hospital insurance trust fund.
The bill would maintain those inter-
governmental transfers which would
have no net effect on the budget.”

The gentleman from Texas implied
that there would be a problem where
we would not fully fund the programs.
The money will be taken directly out
of general revenues. This is a projec-
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tion that will go until 2024. As the
speaker is well aware, this Republican
Congress has passed a law in our budg-
et which would do away with the debt
of this country, we are going to pay
down the debt by the year 2012.

We believe that this is a responsible
way to address the problems of this
country. We simply do not believe that
people who are senior citizens should
have to wait 20 more years until they
have an opportunity to receive this op-
portunity to put more money in their
pockets. We believe in what we are
doing. This is a bipartisan bill.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2% minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND).

(Mr. KIND asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KIND. | thank my friend from
Massachusetts for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in opposi-
tion to the bill before us today and in
strong support of the substitute being
offered on our side. Mr. Speaker, here
we are in Washington in the middle of
July, but one would think with the leg-
islation before us that it is the middle
of the winter because we have been hit
with a veritable blizzard of large tax-
cutting measures, the closer we get to
election day. My constituents in west-
ern Wisconsin, honestly know a
snowjob when they see it. Unfortu-
nately, | think this is just another of a
series of election-year politics, playing
politics with future budget surpluses,
because that is what this debate is
really about, what is the best priority
use of future budget surpluses if, in
fact, they do materialize.

There is a clear difference between
the two parties on this. | came to
Washington, Mr. Speaker, with a lot of
concern in regards to the $5.7 trillion
national debt. I am the father of two
little boys who are just 4 and 2, and |
refuse to support policies that are
going to make it more difficult for us
to eliminate this legacy of debt that we
are due to pass on to future genera-
tions unless we have the courage to re-
sist large tax cuts now and use the
money for debt reduction and shoring
up Social Security and Medicare.

The series of tax cuts when you put
them all together would virtually con-
sume every last cent of projected budg-
et surpluses if in fact they materialize
at all. There is no guarantee that they
will. But let us talk for a minute about
the policy implications of these series
of tax cuts, and who better to listen
from than the Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board, Chairman Greenspan.
This is basic Macroeconomics 101. He
has been telling us consistently in his
testimony, large tax cuts now are bad
economic policy because it will over-
stimulate the economy and force the
Federal Reserve to increase interest
rates to slow the economy down. That
would be detrimental to all citizens
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who need to make home, car, credit
card, student loan or other payments.
It will also make it more worthy to in-
vest in new capital and create more
jobs.

Here are just a couple of statements
that Chairman Greenspan said: ‘“‘Sav-
ing the surpluses if politically feasible
is in my judgment the most important
fiscal measure we can take at this time
to foster continued improvements in
productivity.”’

Another one: ““We probably would be
better off holding off on a tax cut im-
mediately, largely because it is appar-
ent that the surpluses are doing a great
deal of good to the economy.”

Perhaps most importantly, Chairman
Greenspan said this: ‘““‘Lawmakers are
counting on unpredictable economic
trends to continue producing the budg-
et surpluses they need to pay for their
tax cuts. The long-term forecasts are
often inaccurate and lead to vast errors
in predicting budget deficits and sur-
pluses. You should not commit contin-
gent potential resources to irreversible
uses.”

That is exactly what we are doing in
these series of tax cuts when you look
at them all together. Go slow. We can
provide modest tax relief for families
who need it but we need to do it in a
fiscally responsible way. Let us not
bank our future on projected surpluses
that may never materialize.

Let me be clear: the House leadership has
embarked on a series of tax cuts that will oblit-
erate a surplus that is the hard-won product of
nearly 8 years of fiscal discipline.

Taken all the tax cuts offered in this ses-
sion, over two trillion dollars, they will con-
sume virtually the entire projected budget sur-
plus in the next 10 years and then explode in
the second 10 years. Now is not the time to
abandon responsible budgeting by spending
money before it even comes in the door.

Further, this bill will leave fewer resources
for other priorities within the Medicare Pro-
gram, including extending the solvency of the
Medicare trust fund, creating a Medicare pre-
scription drug coverage benefit, investing in
education, and providing relief to rural hos-
pitals and other health care providers.

| support the substitute to H.R. 4865. This
substitute is fiscally responsible and will pro-
vide tax relief for middle income seniors who
need the most assistance. Rather than elimi-
nating the tax for all seniors, this proposal
sustains the tax on Social Security benefits for
individuals who earn more than $80,000 and
for couples earning more than $100,000,
roughly 95 percent of all seniors are covered
under the alternative. Furthermore, this sub-
stitute will only go into effect those years in
which there is enough of an on-budget surplus
to replace lost revenues.

| have always felt that if projected budget
surpluses do in fact materialize, we have a
number of existing obligations that we must
meet, such as paying off our $5.7 trillion na-
tional debt, shoring up Social Security and
modernizing Medicare with a prescription drug
benefit and investing in education. These
should be our top national priorities before we
pass large tax cuts that will benefit the most
wealthy and consume the entire projected
budget surplus that may or may not mate-
rialize.
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If those commitments are given their due
priority, then fiscally responsible tax relief can
be provided to those struggling families trying
to make ends meet. We must not enact risky
tax cuts today that will result in harming our
seniors and our children tomorrow.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to vote
against this final bill. America’s seniors are de-
pending on us to balance the needs for tax re-
lief with the need for Medicare solvency. We
can do both in a fiscally responsible way.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. CAPUANO), the cospon-
sor of the amendment.

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, | rise
first of all to thank the Committee on
Rules for making the Democratic sub-
stitute in order. | appreciate their abil-
ity and their willingness to at least let
us have a moment of time. | guess |
want to just talk about a couple of
things. First of all, | would like to
point out what | think are the two
most important differences between
the substitute and the main bill. Cer-
tainly it is a matter of priorities. We
do believe that if tax cuts are going to
go in, they should go to those who need
it the most.

I do not think anyone can argue that
people making over $100,000, of which
every Member of this House is one, in-
cluding myself, that anyone can argue
that that is anything other than well
off and that they do not need the extra
help.
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That is number one; that is a philo-
sophical issue. But | understand people
can disagree on that.

The second one that they cannot dis-
agree on that has been called a red her-
ring but it certainly is not, the dif-
ference between the Democratic pro-
posal and the Republican proposal is
that under current law and what we
want to keep are the monies going to
Medicare from this tax are from a dedi-
cated revenue stream.

Under the proposal as before us,
without the substitute, it is simply a
political promise, that we promise we
will keep doing this.

Well, | hate to say it, but I do not
think most Americans trust us all that
much, and | for one, would like to
make sure that my mother, my wife
and my children do not have to rely on
the promises of future politicians. |
want to make sure that they can rely
on a dedicated revenue stream to make
sure that Medicare is sound and
healthy for the future. That is the
main difference.

The other thing | want to point out,
as boldly as | can, and | know it has
been mentioned by many people before,
but this proposal, neither the Demo-
crat nor the Republican proposal
touches line 20(b) on the IRS tax form.
Line 20(b) will be there today and will
be there tomorrow regardless of what
passes, regardless of what the Presi-
dent does, because this proposal does
not touch the 1983 law that started tax-
ing Social Security that was passed
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with 97 Members of a Republican team
in favor. Many of those 97 Members are
still here today. They voted for that
1983 proposal.

Under today’s rules, we should have
taken the whole thing, scrapped it, had
an honest discussion of what we can af-
ford in tax cuts, targeted those tax
cuts who could use it and simplify the
entire form. We did not do that. We
took a simple political approach to
simply say cut taxes, which we are not
doing, every senior citizen who is cur-
rently taxed under the law that is
being proposed to be repealed today
will be paying taxes next year, regard-
less of what the vote is here today.

Line 20(b) will still be there. They
will have a few less dollars being taxed,
but they will still have to go through
the worksheet on page 25 of their in-
struction booklet, which is com-
plicated as heck, and | challenge any-
one here to try to walk through that
worksheet, not even part of the form,
it is a worksheet, try to do it without
professional tax help.

That is why | rise today for the
Democratic proposal, and that is why |
repeat myself again. | thank the Com-
mittee on Rules for giving this a
chance.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. KANJORSKI).

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MOAKLEY), the ranking mem-
ber, for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to
the rule. Yesterday, myself and three
other Members of Congress, the gentle-
woman from Missouri (Mrs. EMERSON),
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
ANDREWS), and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HALL), all proposed an
amendment to this bill. If we are going
to spend money, if we are going to re-
duce taxes, we ought to put in a repair
for the notch babies. Those are the in-
dividuals in our society that are going
to be forgotten. If this bill is passed
today in its present context, the money
that would be there to fix the notch-
baby problem will be gone forever.

I hear my friends on each side talk-
ing about whether we are going to give
a tax cut to people making millions of
dollars in retirement or we are going to
reduce it and put a cap on it. | say we
have got 3% million Americans that
are 74 years of age to 84 years of age,
more than 90 percent of them never
meet the beginning cap of taxation.
These individuals have been denied
more than a thousand dollars a year
for many years. If we pass this legisla-
tion today, the surplus that everybody
talks about, and which has been spent
for 2 months in double time so it is
questionable whether any surplus is
there at all, will be gone. The potential
fix of the notch-baby problem will be,
as a former commissioner of Social Se-
curity, as someone in the Reagan ad-
ministration told me and Members of
Congress when we met with them, fixed
by attrition. We are going to wait until
they die, and we will not have to fix it.
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The message of this Republican Con-
gress to those notch babies should be
clear, they will not and do not intend
to fix the notch-baby problem. There-
fore, those 3% million Americans that
are 74 years of age to 84 years of age,
all of which need this money, have
been denied this money for 20 years,
will now lose it. And the problem will
be solved by attrition until they die.

Mr. Speaker, this is ridiculous. It is
political, and | urge all my colleagues
to vote against the rule and against
the proposition to be cutting taxes be-
fore we fix fundamental problems with
Social Security and Medicare.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as usual, we have a dis-
agreement in Washington, the people
who caused the debt and the deficit of
this country are now trying to cover
their holes that they have left in the
past.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER),
my colleague on the Committee on
Rules.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SEs-
sIoNs) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, | do not expect to con-
vince the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. KANJORSKI) what the truth
is about the notch. We all hear about it
all every time we do town hall meet-
ings, and we hear about it just after
some organization in this town that is
raising money that sends letters to ev-
eryone born between the years of 1917
and 1921 is saying you are being de-
prived of your due benefit, if you will
send me $10, I will fix it.

Mr. Speaker, | have been here for 7%
years and not one of those organiza-
tions has appealed to me to fix it. So |
decided to find out what it really was.
In 1972, Wilbur Mills is running for
President, and he promised to increase
the benefits on Social Security by 20
percent. His presidency went down in
the Tidal Basin, and Nixon picked it up
and he promised it, and they had a
huge adjustment in 1972.

They started with people born in 1910
because they were 62 years old and eli-
gible that year for the benefit. In 1977,
they discovered they made a huge mis-
take. They made a calculation error
that was going to bankrupt Social Se-
curity, and they had to crank it back
to an honest formula.

They decided to leave people born be-
tween the ages of 1910 and 1916 alone,
and those born from 1917 to 1921, 5
years, 1917, 1918, 1919, 1920, 1921, were
rolled back a little bit each year for 5
years until they got fairly close to
what should have been the right for-
mula, and then they were on the cost-
of-living adjustments, the COLAS, for
thereafter.

The fact is, that group of people
called the notch babies, my mother is
one, get a higher benefit, compared to
what they paid in under the formula,
than those born after them, it is not
that they get less. It is that they get
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more, but they do not get as much as
the error made for those born between
the ages of 1910 and 1916.

It was a bank error in their favor,
and they kept the cash. So any time
you hear somebody stand up and talk
about the notch babies, understand one
thing, that a fund-raising operation in
Washington, D.C. looking for high sala-
ries for its managers has just sent out
a scary letter to those born in those
areas and looking for money to pay
their salaries, never do they come to
us, never has one single person come to
our office and said help us fix the
notch.

It does not exist, and the dema-
goguery we just heard on this issue is
an example of scariness.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. KLINK).

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, it has been
interesting listening to the debate, the
speech and debate clause of the Con-
stitution has been stretched to its
limit this morning. But let me just say
something, it is definitive that people
born between 1917 and 1926 receive less
money than those who were born be-
tween 1911 and 1916, and it can be over
$200 less.

We are talking about people who are
between 74 years of age and 84 years of
age. We are talking about people who
fought World War Il. They are the peo-
ple that are struggling today to decide
whether they are going to be able to
buy their medication. They are cutting
their pills in half. We have been fight-
ing to give them a serious Medicare
drug benefit, all we are saying is let us
have a hearing on this matter.

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LINDER) had an opinion on the matter,
the gentleman from Pennsylvania, my
predecessor, and some other Repub-
licans had a different opinion. Let us
have a discussion on it. The reality is
whether or not there is a notch, wheth-
er we need to repair the notch, let us
let those people between 74 and 84
know who stands with them and who
stands against them, so when they go
to the polls, they know who they are
going to vote to.

They know whether or not someone
wants to fix something that has been
done or not. Let us talk about the peo-
ple who are in the notch. Let them
know who is for them and who is not.
This rule does not allow that to occur.

Let us talk about historical revi-
sionism. | remember driving in my car
when | heard Ronald Reagan make a
comment that he was going to decrease
taxes; he was going to increase defense
spending; and he was going to balance
the budget. We all know what hap-
pened. In fact, he did decrease taxes.
He did increase defense spending. And
we went $1 trillion in debt to $5 trillion
in debt.

Through the entire history of our Na-
tion, from the American revolution,
through two World Wars, through a
great Depression, through Vietnam,
through the Civil War, we had $1 tril-
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lion in public debt. And after 12 years
of Bush and Reagan, we had that quad-
rupled.

They are talking about going back to
those times today. This is it, a bad bill.
It is a bad rule, and the Members
should vote against it.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. BLUNT), the chief deputy
whip.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. SEs-
SIoNSs), my friend, for yielding the time
to me.

Mr. Speaker, | must admit | came to
the floor partly because | was confused
by the debate. This is eliminating a tax
on people who receive Social Security.
That is what this is about. This tax
was not on the books before 1993. It is
not a tax that people used to pay. It is
eliminating a tax for people who draw
Social Security.

I came to the floor, as soon as | got
here, | heard that the surplus was gone.
The deficit in 1995 was $200 billion. The
surplus, using those same bookkeeping
rules, that we have even moved beyond
those rules and do not use those rules
any more, is about $250 billion, that is
a $500 billion, half a trillion dollar
turnaround. We need to rectify these
unfair things that have been added to
the Tax Code.

We do not need to take this as an ex-
cuse to come up with new government
programs. We need to figure out how to
do our business, the business of govern-
ment, with the least tax dollars pos-
sible. And we certainly do not need to
take those tax dollars from people who
are drawing Social Security, from peo-
ple, who, until 1993, did not pay this
tax, a tax that is now paid by 10 mil-
lion Americans, over the next decade
that number will grow to 17% million
Americans who receive Social Security
will pay this tax that we could elimi-
nate today.

We could begin the process today in
the House by eliminating this tax. This
is a ticking time bomb. We hear our
friends talk about the fact that this
tax is only paid by the wealthy.
Wealthy, or if you are retired, | guess
if you make more than $34,000, you are
wealthy and that should be penalized,
if you have worked your lifetime, if
you have saved money, if you have
worked for a pension, and if you make
more than $34,000, we are wealthy and
should be taxed, if you accept that
logic.

People who worked for that pension,
who saved that money, who draw So-
cial Security should not be hit with
this tax. This is not an amount of
money that is adjusted to inflation,
and so each year more and more people
are hit by a number that has less and
less buying power. We can solve this
problem today. We can help seniors on
fixed incomes who managed to have a
decent income, who would not have
paid this tax before 1993, in a way that
they do not pay this tax in the future.

| support the rule. 1 support the bill.
I am for a long-term discussion of the
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problems that relate to Social Secu-
rity. We can solve those, but let us not
solve them by saying that that should
be paid for by people on Social Secu-
rity paying a tax that is extreme and
unfair.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), the ranking
member on the Committee on the
Budget.

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, there has
been a lot of reference today to the
Clinton budget act in 1993. It was pre-
ceded by the Bush budget summit in
1990. On that occasion, when that budg-
et summit agreement, which laid the
first level of foundation for the suc-
cesses we have now seen in the budget,
in 1990, when it first came to the floor,
only 47 Republicans voted for it, even
though their President was a signatory
to it and helped negotiate it.
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Three years later, because of reces-
sion, the deficit had not gone down. It
was $290 billion, a record high, and
headed up on September 30, 1992. That
was the level of the deficit when Bill
Clinton came to office on January 20,
1993. On his desk lay an economic re-
port to the President, George Bush,
that said over the next 5 years the def-
icit would hover in that range and ex-
ceed $300 billion by 1998.

Well, we got to 1998 and got to 2000,
and we did not have those horrendous
deficits; and there is a reason, because
in 1993 we came over here and stepped
up to the problem. There was some fea-
tures to the package that we passed in
1993 | did not like, they were unpopular
to vote for; but, nevertheless, they ac-
count for the fact that we now do not
have huge deficits, but we have enor-
mous surpluses. Indeed, CBO last re-
ported that we could expect a surplus
this year of $219 billion, a swing from
$290 billion in deficit, in the red in 1992,
to $219 billion this September 30. That
is nothing short of phenomenal.

One of the reasons we are out here
today to oppose this particular provi-
sion, though | will vote to raise the
level of the threshold at which this tax
is applicable, we are out here to oppose
it because we do not want to see our
hard-won successes, this huge phe-
nomenal turnaround, obliterated,
blown away because nobody is keeping
tabs on the budget, because we really
do not have, for all practical purposes,
a budget.

We have got a table right here that
the Committee on the Budget has made
up of where we stand at this point in
time; and let me walk you through it,
because this ought to be the backdrop
for today’s debate. This is what really
concerns us. This is why we are out
here in the well of the House taking an
unpopular stand for something that is
right.

CBO last said in July that the sur-
plus over the next 10 years would be
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$2.173 trillion. Both sides have agreed
that the surplus that accumulates in
the Medicaid-HI trust fund over that
period of time ought to be backed out
and treated separately, just as Social
Security is. When you deduct that $361
billion, you are down to a surplus of
about $1.8 trillion.

The tax cuts passed thus far, includ-
ing the one on the floor today, come to
a total of $739 billion over 10 years, rev-
enues that will be deducted from the
surplus, if indeed they are passed. That
is just this year, tax cuts passed by
this House this year, $739 billion, in-
cluding the tax cut today.

Future tax cuts that we can say with
certainty will be enacted at one time
or another, if not this year. One is the
AMT, the alternative minimum tax.
We all know that it is drawn in such a
way, passed in 1986, that the income
threshold is not indexed. Consequently,
in the future years, in the very near fu-
ture, more and more middle-income
families for whom this tax was never
intended are going to be hit by the
AMT, and we will respond. We will
change the AMT. So we have taken the
AMT correction that you had, the Re-
publicans had in their tax bill last
year.

We have also factored in tax provi-
sions in the code, concessions, deduc-
tions, credits, preferences, that we
know are very popular. They have a
short time frame, they are not perma-
nent, and we are assuming that they
will be renewed in the future, as they
always have been in the past. That is
$183 billion of known tax increases in
the very near future. That is the tax
cut activity, $900 billion that you can
easily account for that comes off that
surplus of $1.8 trillion.

Look what we have done in spending.
If you just take appropriations, consid-
ering the fact we have not put a new
ceiling on appropriations in any of our
budgets, and assume that discretionary
spending will increase at a half percent
above the rate of inflation, which is a
lot less than it has increased in the
last 3 years or since 1995, just a half
percent, that is $284 billion.

If you assume the mandatory spend-
ing increases that have been passed to
date, excluding prescription drugs, will
become law, that is $54 billion, already
passed by this House. If we take the
Republican prescription drug bill, their
bill, which I do not think you would re-
cant now, CBO’s cost estimate of it
over 10 years is $159 billion. If we as-
sume that there will be additional farm
assistance in the future, as there has
been in the past, over the next 10 years
I think most people on the Committee
on Agriculture would say $65 billion for
likely increases and farm protection,
given the situation in the farm commu-
nity, is modest.

Finally, if you put in the Medicare
provider restorations, corrections to
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997 for
providers, hospitals, doctors, who are
saying they have been cut to the bone
by this bill, both sides are now sup-
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porting restoration, that is $40 billion.
If you adjust that service $376 billion,
guess what? You come to a total of
$2.261 trillion. That means you are $88
billion in deficit.

That is what | have come to the well
of the House to do today, to take away
the punch bowl. Everybody got excited
by this big surplus. The party is over.
We are already in deficit if we pass this
bill. That is the warning | am issuing
right now.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
6% minutes to the gentleman from
North Dakota (Mr. POMEROY) to close
debate on our side.

Mr. POMEROQY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, | am honored that the
ranking member is allowing me to
close on behalf of the minority, and |
am honored to follow the comments of
my friend and colleague, the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT), who has laid out in detail why
we believe the plans, the spending and
tax plans of the majority, have already
placed this into a deficit situation be-
fore 10 years are up, take the country’s
largest surplus ever and put us back
into a deficit situation.

That has direct bearing on the issue
before us, because under the majority’s
proposed bill to be considered today,
general fund transfers are required to
keep the Medicare Trust Fund whole.

What if there are no general fund rev-
enues left? This chart summarizes the
detailed information the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) just
covered. As it makes clear, there is a
significant question whether general
fund revenues will be available; and if
they are not available, the Medicare
Trust Fund takes a hit.

The substitute offered by the minor-
ity in the upcoming debate ensures
that the Medicare Trust Fund will be
made whole, will be held harmless, by
requiring an advance certification be-
fore that tax cut takes effect in any
given year that there are ample reve-
nues to go into the Medicare Trust
Fund to compensate for the revenues
lost with the tax reduction.

It is absolutely critical, | think we
can all agree, with Medicare already
slated for solvency trouble, not to
make that problem worse. The plan by
the majority jeopardizes the Medicare
Trust Fund. The Democrat substitute
preserves the trust fund by requiring
the advance certification, so vitally
important to make sure we maintain
solvency.

The Democrat substitute, and | am
grateful for the Committee on Rules
making it in order, also provides tax
relief for 95 percent of the people. As
cosponsor of the substitute, in conjunc-
tion with the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GREEN) and the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. CAPUANO), we have
advanced what we believe is a much
better way to go as we look at this So-
cial Security tax issue.

Under our bill, we would safeguard
the Medicare Trust Fund, as | have just
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mentioned, but provide very meaning-
ful tax relief. Under our bill, income
for taxation of the Social Security
check would be reduced from 85 to 50
percent to households earning up to
$100,000 and individuals earning up to
$80,000. That means someone on Social
Security has their Social Security
check and an additional $80,000 for an
individual, $100,000 for a couple.

One-third of all people on Social Se-
curity today live on their Social Secu-
rity check. Two-thirds have the Social
Security check for most of their in-
come. We are talking about the most
affluent 5 percent, the only group that
would be excluded from the tax cut of-
fered by the minority.

Now, some might say, why do you
not give it to everybody? After all, the
most affluent need the break too. We
do not think they need the break as
badly as we need to apply these reve-
nues in other areas, and we save by our
approach, by capping it at the $100,000
per household, we save $40 billion over
a 10-year period of time. Just think
what you can do to enhance prescrip-
tion drugs for seniors with $40 billion.

So it is a matter of who needs these
resources first, the very most affluent
households, as advanced by the major-
ity, or those other households that
cannot afford their prescription drug
medicine that might benefit from re-
allocation of those dollars in that area.

So basically that is the choice be-
tween the two approaches. The major-
ity approach offers tax relief; the mi-
nority approach offers tax relief. The
majority approach fails to protect the
Medicare Trust Fund; the minority ap-
proach protects the Medicare Trust
Fund. The majority passes on a signifi-
cant tax break to the most affluent
households in this country; the minor-
ity substitute advances meaningful tax
relief for 95 percent of the Social Secu-
rity recipients in this country, leaving
only those households earning $100,000
or more in outside income to continue
to have 85 percent of their Social Secu-
rity income considered for taxation.

All in all, as you look at the issue, I
think you will have to conclude that
there are two ways to approach tax re-
lief in this area, and the Democrat ap-
proach, with its protection for the
trust fund, with its granting of tax re-
lief to all but the most affluent 5 per-
cent in this country, with the preserva-
tion of the $40 billion saved thereby for
application on critical priorities like
Medicare prescription drug coverage,
the Democrat substitute is the better
way to go.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to close on be-
half of the Republican Party today and
thank my colleagues for their vigorous
debate on behalf of an issue that is im-
portant to seniors in our country.

I am always amazed to see that the
party that put the tax on people, on
senior citizens of this country, is now
trying to defend that tax and say, well,
they have to make sure that they have
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this money so that we do not go into
deficit spending.

The fact of the matter is, Mr. Speak-
er, there will be two bills that will be
voted on today: one which is the sub-
stitute which was described by the gen-
tleman from North Dakota (Mr.
POMEROY), which is an opportunity to
have every single Member of this House
of Representatives vote today.

Then there will be a second bill, the
real bill, the one that does the right
thing, the one that is the very same or
similar that was just passed in the Sen-
ate, where Senator FEINSTEIN, Senator
CONRAD, Senator DORGAN, and Senator
JoHNsoN all voted this last week on the
Republican plan, a plan that does the
real thing, the plan that says that the
average tax of $1,180 that is paid this
year, that is going to grow to $1,359 for
the average senior citizen in the year
2010, is simply wrong.

We believe it is wrong for people to
be taxed at an 85 percent rate for in-
come above $34,000 for senior citizens
and $44,000 for couples. We believe that
the real bill that will be on the floor
today that will pass will be the Repub-
lican plan, which is the one that says
we do not believe that the burden
should be placed on the senior citizens
of our country.

We do not believe, as Republicans,
that Social Security should be taxed at
all. Of course we are different. The dif-
ference between the Republican Party
and the Democrat Party can once
again be seen today. One side is for the
taxing of senior citizens, the other is
we want to do away with taxes on So-
cial Security.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud of the Re-
publican Party. | am proud of the dif-
ferences we offer for senior citizens.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
vote for this fair rule. | urge my col-
leagues to weigh and consider the two
bills before us, and | urge support of
the Republican bill.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
the rule on H.R. 4865, the Social Security
Benefits Tax Relief Act. This bill repeals the
unfair and punitive tax increase on America’s
Social Security recipients. This tax increase
was included in the Clinton/Gore 1993 Budget
Bill, a bill | am happy to say did not receive
a single Republican vote in either the House
or Senate.

The federal government this year is ex-
pected to run a $233 billion surplus. There is
absolutely no reason to continue punishing our
senior citizens by confiscating their hard
earned Social Security benefits.

The 1993 tax increase raised the portion of
Social Security benefits subject to income tax
from 50 percent to 85 percent for millions of
American retirees.

Taxing any portion of Social Security bene-
fits is unfair and immoral. Taxpayers not only
pay Social Security taxes from their wages but
also are obligated to count as income for tax
purposes the wages they never see that have
been paid into Social Security. In other words,
their wages earned over lifetime and paid into
Social Security are taxed twice. This is uncon-
scionable.

The other side is going to tell you that this
proposal will destroy the Medicare Hospital In-
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surance Trust Fund. Nothing could be further
from the truth. It is true that these taxes are
directed to the Medicare Part A Trust Fund.
However, this bill will transfer funds from the
general fund to the trust fund to make up for
any shortfall from repealing this onerous tax.

Mr. Speaker, let's repeal this unfair tax. It
never should have been instituted and its de-
mise is long overdue.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). The Chair ad-
vises that Members should avoid per-
sonal references to Members of the
Senate, other than as sponsors of meas-
ures.

The question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

1300

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 4516, LEGISLATIVE
BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2001

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up House Resolution 565 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 565

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 4516) making appropriations for the
Legislative Branch for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2001, and for other purposes.
All points of order against the conference re-
port and against its consideration are
waived. The conference report shall be con-
sidered as read.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). The gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. LINDER) is recog-
nized for 1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FROST), pending which
I yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 565 is a rule pro-
viding for consideration of H.R. 4516,
the conference report for the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations bill for fis-
cal year 2001. The rule waives all points
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of order against the conference report
and its consideration and provides that
the conference report shall be consid-
ered as read.

House rules provide 1 hour of general
debate divided equally between the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropria-
tions and one motion to recommit,
with or without instructions, as is the
right of the minority members of the
House.

There are many important provisions
of this legislation and | want to briefly
discuss the conference report that this
rule makes in order. Regarding the
Legislative Branch Appropriations,
this bill continues our efforts since the
104th Congress to downsize the legisla-
tive branch of government. This bill
before us today offers additional proof
of our commitment to fiscal responsi-
bility and this bill has overwhelming
support. In fact, the Legislative Branch
Appropriations bill passed the House
only 1 month ago on June 22 by a 373 to
50 vote.

Mr. Speaker, this conference report
also includes funding for the Depart-
ment of Treasury and general govern-
ment appropriations. These appropria-
tions fund many national priorities
such as enhancing law enforcement,
school violence prevention, combatting
international child pornography traf-
ficking, and enforcement of our exist-
ing gun laws.

The Treasury Postal Appropriations
bill passed the House last week, and |
commend the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. KoLBE) for his hard work on this
bill.

I want to comment on the inclusion
in this conference report of the repeal
of the telecommunications tax of 1898.
I am very pleased that this conference
report eliminates the telecommuni-
cations tax, a tax that is currently lim-
iting the opportunities of lower- and
middle-income Americans to have af-
fordable access to the information su-
perhighway.

This is just one more tax that makes
it cost prohibitive for lower-income
Americans to go online, and | support
the inclusion of this provision in this
conference report.

The foolish and shortsighted tax poli-
cies of the 101st Congress should be
stopped as soon as possible. That was
the Congress that made that tax per-
manent that was originally imposed in
1898.

This conference report gives us the
opportunity to advance this common
sense telecom tax repeal. There is no
reason to delay sending this to the
President as soon as possible.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to close by
noting that only 60 days ago, on March
25, this House passed the repeal of the
telecommunications tax by a vote of
420 to 2. This rule was favorably re-
ported by the Committee on Rules. |
urge my colleagues to support the rule
today on the floor so we may proceed
with the general debate in consider-
ation of this very important conference
report.
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Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise not only in oppo-
sition to this rule but to the heavy-
handed manner in which the Repub-
lican leadership has chosen to conduct
business in the hours before we adjourn
for the August summer recess.

Mr. Speaker, | must protest in the
strongest possible terms the fact that
the Republican leadership has, in the
dark hours of night, cobbled together
what they are calling a conference re-
port on legislative branch appropria-
tions. The majority must be snickering
behind their hands, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause this so-called conference report
is constructed of one bill which has ac-
tually passed both houses, the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriations, as well as
one that has only seen action on this
side of the Capitol, Treasury Postal
Appropriations.

But there is something else. This ap-
propriations conference report also
contains a tax bill, the repeal of the
telephone tax passed earlier by the
House. This action was taken without
any consultation with Democratic
Members of the Committee on Appro-
priations, or with the Democratic lead-
ership. Accordingly, no Democratic
member of the Legislative Branch Con-
ference Committee signed this report.

Mr. Speaker, while 1 have a photo-
copy of the conference report, | am at
a loss to try to explain to my col-
leagues exactly what is in it. The re-
port was assembled literally in the
dark of night, sometime between 11:00
p.m. last night and 7:01 a.m. this morn-
ing, when it was filed. Democrats were
led to believe last night this conference
agreement was going to contain a min-
imum wage increase, as well as several
tax provisions.

I have been assured that this docu-
ment does not now contain the min-
imum wage but since the Committee
on Rules did not provide us a single
sheet of explanatory materials when
we met at 8:30 a.m. this morning, | can
only vouch for that by having quickly
skimmed through this document.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, in order to
accommodate the rush to get out of
town, the Republican leadership kept
the Committee on Rules waiting until
11:00 p.m. last night and the House in
session until 11:30 p.m. Once it was de-
termined that more work was needed
to be done on this so-called conference
report, the Committee on Rules was
sent home but the House was not ad-
journed. It was instead recessed until
7:00 a.m. this morning so that the Com-
mittee on Rules could meet and file a
rule this morning on the same legisla-
tive day and, thus, avoid the necessity
of sending a martial law rule to the
floor this morning.

Mr. Speaker, | must protest what I
consider to be a disrespectful abuse of
this institution and its Members, as
well as the many employees who are
required to hurry up and wait while the
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Republican leadership tries to figure
out exactly how to run this body.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, the rush to
consider this matter is all the more pe-
culiar since it seems that the Senate
has absolutely no intention of consid-
ering this conference report until after
the recess in September. This process
makes no sense, Mr. Speaker, but it is
a perfect example of the disregard the
Republican leadership has dem-
onstrated time and again for this insti-
tution, its practices, and precedents
and the Members who serve here.

| urge every Member of the House to
oppose this rule if for no other reason
than to stand up for regular order.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. KoLBE), the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Treasury, Postal
Service, and General Government.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER)
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | listened with interest
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FRoOST) and the comments he made
about the procedures that were fol-
lowed in bringing this conference re-
port to the floor of the House. | will
not comment on some of those proce-
dures because they are, as we say,
above my pay grade. They were deci-
sions made beyond me, but | do want to
comment about that part for which |
have some knowledge and some respon-
sibility, and that is the part in here,
the very large part in here, that deals
with the Treasury, Postal and General
Government Appropriation.

| think from a procedural standpoint,
we need to understand a couple of
things. First of all, | can remember on
the floor of this House last year listen-
ing to the laments of the minority, our
friends across the aisle, as they com-
plained that we were not acting on ap-
propriation bills in a timely fashion.
Now, of course, today, if we pass the
D.C. appropriations bill we will have
passed all of the appropriations bills
before the August recess. | believe that
is an unprecedented number in modern
times. So we are hearing the complaint
today with this conference report that
we are really rushing it, we are moving
it too fast; and we have heard that
there was not sufficient consultation
with the minority about this.

I regret very much that there was
not more minority participation in the
informal conference which took place
on this bill, but | think it is very im-
portant that my colleagues understand
that the minority was given full oppor-
tunity to participate, both the minor-
ity in the House of Representatives and
in the Senate, and it was their deci-
sion, their choice, not to have staff
members participate in the discussion
of the provisions that were different
between the House and the Senate bills
as we tried to iron those out.

Now, the process that we followed
was one that is followed, as far as |
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know, as long as | have been here in
every appropriations conference. That
is that staff people from the two sides,
the Senate and the House, get together
and try and iron out the major dif-
ferences. We followed that procedure.
Where there were major differences
that could not be handled by staff, |
worked with my counterpart over in
the Senate. Again, because a decision
was made by the minority not to par-
ticipate in those meetings, we did it on
an informal basis.

Was there a formal conference com-
mittee held? No. | cannot say how
many times that | served on conference
committees when | was in the minority
of appropriations where the conference
committee never met at all. So | do not
think this process has been any dif-
ferent.

I do regret very much that the mi-
nority chose not to participate in this
process. They chose not to be involved
in it. Nonetheless, the charge that was
given to me was to make sure that we
had a bill that was signable and pass-
able, passable in the House and the
Senate, signable by the President of
the United States.

I think when we get into a discussion
of the conference report itself, we will
have an opportunity to see that many
of the concerns that were expressed on
this floor during debate on the Treas-
ury Postal bill, by the Members from
the other side of the aisle, were ad-
dressed. Many, if not all, of the con-
cerns that were expressed by the ad-
ministration through their statement
of administration policy, called the
SAP, in the letter that was sent both
to the House and to the Senate appro-
priators, virtually all of those issues
were addressed.

We have what | believe is a bill that
is definitely a very good bill. It deals
with the problems that confront the In-
ternal Revenue Service, the Customs
Service. We will have an opportunity
to discuss those in greater detail as we
go forward here, but | think that it is
very clear to say that an opportunity
was given for both sides to participate
in this process. | do hope, before we get
to a vote on the conference report, that
there will be a much better under-
standing by all Members about the
process, not only about the process but
about the content of what is in this
bill.

I think when they do understand it,
there will be a great deal of accept-
ance.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, I am unclear about
what the gentleman just said. Is the
gentleman suggesting that the Repub-
lican leadership in the Senate is not
competent to bring a bill to the floor
for a vote because this is the crux of
the argument? The Treasury Postal
bill was never voted on in the Senate
on the floor. What they did was to
short-circuit the normal legislative
process, reach out from the conference
committee on another bill and pick up
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a bill that had never been passed on the
floor of the Senate.

So | do not quite understand what
the gentleman was saying. Was he say-
ing that his own leadership on the
other side of the Capitol was not capa-
ble of bringing a bill to a vote on the
floor of the Senate? | am curious as to
why they chose to pick this bill up and
put it into conference when it had
never been voted on by the full Senate.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FROST. | yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. The answer is that over
in the Senate, for reasons of their own,
there was a dispute over some of the
confirmations, as | understand it, con-
firmations of judgeships, and for that
reason there was a hold placed on any
of the appropriation bills after the leg-
islative bill. So that became the only
vehicle really that was available to us.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. KoLBE), for him to respond.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER)
for yielding the additional time so |
can respond.

Mr. Speaker, so the decision was
made over in the Senate that in order
to try to expedite this process and to
get not only the legislative bill but the
Treasury Postal bill and at least this
one tax bill that had passed by such a
very large margin done before the Au-
gust recess, that they would put those
together and that is the reason, very
simply, why it was put on this bill.

There was a debate that preceded
yesterday on the Treasury bill. 1 am
not sure how far they got yesterday be-
fore the end of the day, but they have
had debate on the bill on the floor of
the United States Senate.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 1 additional minute.

Mr. Speaker, let me see if | under-
stand this. If the Senate is incapable of
voting on a bill, for whatever reason, if
they are incapable of taking a bill to
final passage, then that is the basis for
rolling that bill into a conference. If |
understand what the gentleman is say-
ing, he is saying, well, they just cannot
get anything done over there in the
Senate. They have some problems so
we have to help them by picking up a
bill that they never voted on and just
rolling it into the conference on an-
other bill. That seems a very peculiar
procedure, particularly since we are
going to come back after the Repub-
lican and the Democratic conventions.
It is not like this is the last day of the
session. We will certainly be here for
the full month of September so it
seems like a very peculiar and unusual
procedure.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would again remind Members to
avoid improper references to the Sen-
ate, including characterizations of
their actions.
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY).

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST),
the chairman of the Democratic Cau-
cus, for yielding me the time.
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Mr. Speaker, this rule is coming to
the floor under the most unbelievable
circumstances. Last night when there
was a baseball game going on between
the Republicans and Democrats, there
was another game going on upstairs,
only this game had no referees and no
umpires. After everyone else had gone
home, the Committee on Rules waited
around until 11 p.m. for the Republican
leadership to decide our fate. Late last
night, we finally get word that we are
not going to meet, but the House would
stay in session so that we could come
back early this morning, file three
rules, and immediately recess to begin
another legislative day.

The Republican leadership decided to
take two appropriations bills, Legisla-
tive Branch and Treasury Postal, and
work on them until 7 a.m. this morn-
ing, and then, 1% hours later, send
them to the Committee on Rules. A
couple of hours after that, here they
are on the floor of the House. Mean-
while, Mr. Speaker, really, barely any-
one has the foggiest idea what is in
this bill. Yet, Mr. Speaker, we are sup-
posed to vote on it.

This convoluted process is just a part
of a larger pattern of disrespect, not
only for the Committee on Rules, but
for the entire membership at large. Mr.
Speaker, it is totally uncalled for. The
Senate has already announced that
they will not take this up until mid-
September. Why the rush? | suspect,
Mr. Speaker, the lightning speed with
which this bill is arriving on the House
floor has something to do with the con-
tents.

Once upon a time, Mr. Speaker, there
were two noble suggestions on the
House floor: one, to lift the American
embargo on food and medicine to Cuba
and the other one would lift the re-
strictions preventing American citi-
zens from traveling to Cuba. A major-
ity of the House recognized the wisdom
in lifting the outdated prohibition on
sending either American food or Amer-
ican medicine to our neighbors in
Cuba. The House then voted 301 to 116
to pass the Moran amendment to lift
the food and medicine embargo and the
Senate passed a similar amendment by
Senator DORGAN.

A majority of the House recognized
that this embargo that was started
some 40 years ago when things were a
lot different than they are today. Com-
munism was a real threat; Cuba was a
real threat. But, Mr. Speaker, that pol-
icy has not worked for 40 years, and the
American people have asked us to
change.

Mr. Speaker, there are sick people in
Cuba who could use our help. They live
90 miles from the world’s best doctors,
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hospitals, and researchers. We should
be sharing our discoveries, because it is
the right thing to do; and we should
not be denying them because we feel we
abhor the Fidel Castro-type of govern-
ment.

The House also passed the Sanford
amendment to allow Americans to
travel to Cuba by a vote of 232 to 186.
It is one of the most fundamental
rights we have as Americans, the right
to travel freely, and that also is being
denied.

But despite those majority votes, the
Republican leadership removed these
limitation amendments in the wee
hours of this morning and hope we
would be none the wiser.

So in order to change the will of the
majority of the House, we are consid-
ering this rule and these bills under a
skewed, undemocratic process. So |
urge my colleagues to oppose the rule.
The Cuban people and the American
farmers deserve better.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

I would point out that there is a com-
promise in the works on the Cuban lan-
guage, language that | joined the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY) in supporting and that will, | pre-
sume, be on the agricultural bill. He
can rest assured that this will be taken
care of on the floor.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LINDER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, as my
colleagues may recall, this language
came through on the agriculture bill,
but then they decided to take it off and
put it on the Treasury bill, and they
were sure it would be there. Now they
are going to put it back on the agricul-
tural bill.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, | think I made my point,
and | reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), the ranking member
of the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Before | begin my remarks, | would
like to ask one question in case any-
body can answer this. I would like to
ask the majority if they can tell me by
how many dollars do the two bills in
this conference report exceed the budg-
et resolution and exceed the allocation
provided to each of the subcommittees
under the Budget Act? Is there no one
who can answer that question?

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. | yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, not being
on the Committee on Appropriations, |
am certain that, when that bill gets to
the floor and into debate, they can ex-
plain that to the gentleman.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming
my time, | find it interesting that a
party which professes to be so con-
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cerned with budget stringency will ask
us to bring a bill to the floor before we
even know by how much it exceeds the
budget under which we are supposed to
operate.

My understanding is that the Legis-
lative Subcommittee portion of this
conference report exceeds the budget
by $47 million, and that the Treasury-
Post Office bill exceeds the allocation
by $1.2 billion; and then there is also an
additional $6 billion question mark be-
cause of the shifting of pay dates for
SSI and for veterans’ checks, which I
think makes a real hash of any claim
that there is any kind of budget dis-
cipline at all left around here.

Secondly, | would simply like to ob-
serve, as my friend, Archie the Cock-
roach, has often observed, that this bill
looks like an accident that started out
to happen to somebody else. The legis-
lative appropriations bill was moving
along, following the normal process.
The normal process is that the House
passes an appropriation bill and then
the Senate passes it, and then we have
a conference committee which meets
and resolves the differences, and then
we pass the conference report and send
it on to the President for his signature.
That is what has happened, commend-
ably, for one portion of this conference
report.

However, then the conference report
ran into a train wreck, because being
attached to it is a conference report on
another appropriation bill, the Treas-
ury-Post Office bill, and the quaint
thing about that is that the Senate has
never even considered that bill. So now
we are being asked to consider a bill
which represents a compromise be-
tween the House and the Senate on
Treasury-Post Office, and yet the Sen-
ate has never had an opportunity to
formulate a position on the bill.

The reason the minority did not par-
ticipate in the sham meeting that took
place in the dead of night last night is
because on both sides of the Capitol, we
feel this process is so profoundly ille-
gitimate that we wanted nothing to do
with it.

The fact is that what my Republican
colleagues have done does have prac-
tical results. What they have done, for
instance, is to add a totally non-
germane tax provision which, if we had
tried to bring it to the floor, would
have been laughed out of the place.
Secondly, you have had some anony-
mous source in the majority party
leadership unilaterally and arrogantly
reverse a decision made on the floor of
this House by the full membership of
this House when it comes to the embar-
go issue.

Now, that does not surprise me, be-
cause a year ago | was promised per-
sonally by two members of the Repub-
lican leadership, and they know who
they are, | was promised personally
that they would take no action to
block the reform of dairy milk mar-
keting orders on an appropriation bill.
The leadership then went back on that
promise in the last week of the session,
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which led to a filibuster in both Houses
on that issue; and now, farmers again
are going to wake up to discover that a
victory which they thought they had
won on the House floor is being
snatched away from them in the dead
of night by anonymous Republican
leaders who have decided that they do
not care what the majority decided on
this House floor with respect to the
embargo issue. They are going to throw
it in the ash can because it does not ei-
ther meet their political objectives or
their ideological objectives or their
substantive objectives. That process
too is illegitimate, and that is why
they did not find the minority party
participating in that.

Mr. Speaker, I would also point out
that we have a strange shell game
going on, because in the budget last
year this Congress voted to move the
pay dates for SSI and for veterans back
one day, to move it into the next fiscal
year. Then, in the supplemental which
the majority passed a while back this
year, they reversed that decision; and
now they are reversing their reversal,
and that is why | asked the question;
Does not that mean that, in fact, this
bill is almost $7 billion over the alloca-
tions assigned to it under the Budget
Act? | think the answer is yes; but so
far, we have not gotten a clear answer
on it.

Then we have one more quaint provi-
sion which says that the GSA is or-
dered to build a road in New Mexico.
GSA, to my knowledge, has never built
a road in the history of their operation.
I find it very interesting that that kind
of “‘urgent emergency’ appropriation
is being provided in this bill.

So this is the way Daffy Duck would
do business on a bad day. It is a joke,
and it ought to be defeated.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. KoLBE) for the purpose of a re-
sponse.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding. | do want to re-
spond to the gentleman from Wis-
consin. He asked a question, as | recall
a rhetorical question since he answered
himself, about the amount that this
was over the allocation. I can only re-
spond, of course, for the Treasury bill.
He is correct, it is about $1.2 billion
over the allocation.

My question to him in return would
be, is the gentleman saying that the
money is too much, that we should not
have these funds in there? Because ear-
lier on the floor, just to let me finish
my comment, earlier on the floor when
we were debating the Treasury-Postal
bill, we heard from every person over
on that side of the aisle that was de-
bating it that it was woefully inad-
equate, woefully insufficient funds and
that it needed more money in order to
get into a signable form. We think we
have done that. We put more money in
to make it into a signable form.

I would just inquire of the gen-
tleman, is the money too much? Is the
gentleman saying that we have put too
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much? If so, | would certainly like to
know that so that maybe we could
change some of that.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. KOLBE. My time has expired.

Mr. OBEY. So the question is rhetor-
ical and not meant to have an answer.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HoYER), the ranking member
on the Subcommittee on Treasury,

Postal Service and General Govern-
ment.
(Mr. HOYER asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, we have
sad days in the House when we under-
mine any semblance of comity and of
regular order, when we indeed under-
mine the premise on which so many
were elected in 1994 in the so-called
revolution, when they came to this
House on the premise that Democrats
somehow did not follow the regular
order, did not follow the rules. The
chairman of the Committee on Rules,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER), was one of the major pro-
ponents of that proposition.

This process is not fair to any Mem-
ber of this House; and, more impor-
tantly, it is not fair to the American

public.
My colleagues have heard the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.

MOAKLEY), the ranking member of the
Committee on Rules, outline the sce-
nario, the timing under which this was
done. | have no criticism of either the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) or
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
KoOLBE), the chairman of our sub-
committee, with whom | work very
closely. They are, in my opinion, both
honorable men who have acted honor-
ably, although they have acted con-
sistent with directions which were not
consistent with good order of this
House.

The ranking member has correctly
stated that this bill is approximately
$7 billion, give or take a couple of $100
million, over the budget allocation.
Yet we came to subcommittee, we
came to committee, and we came to
this floor and were told, you cannot do
this, you cannot add this $1.2 billion.
How many days ago was that, | ask my
friends, that that was intoned on this
floor? Approximately 7 days ago.
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The principle was ensconced in stone
7 days ago, and now it is gone with the
wind in the dead of night, obfuscated.
Why, | do not know. The Senate is not
going to pass this bill. Everybody on
this floor knows that.

There is no need to move this. There
is no need to shut us out. | heard my
friend, and | understand what he said.
But the fact of the matter is the Sen-
ate had not passed the bill. We have
not had a conference. | participated in
no meetings.

Now, was my staff informed? Yes,
they were at approximately 10:30 last
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night of what was in this, and we have
been scrambling ever since to find out,
that is what my staff tells me, of the
substance of the bill. No discussions
from us as to what ought to be in and
out.

Now, let me say to the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. KoLBE) and the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), |
think what they have added in this bill
is appropriate for the most part. That
does not mean | think they have done
what we suggested be done and which
they then rejected on the floor 7 days
ago.

We ought to reject this rule, not only
because of the substance or the lack of
substance in this bill, but we ought to,
as Members of this House, not Demo-
crats and Republicans, as Members of
this House, who | think in many in-
stances respect one another. | know
that is the case for most of the appro-
priators. | cannot speak for other com-
mittees because that is the committee
that | know best, and | respect and I
like the Republican members of the
Committee on Appropriations, and par-
ticularly that applies to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOuNG) and the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE).

But | do not respect, nor do | like the
process that they have been told to
carry out. This is not right. Not for
this bill, not for the Legislative bill.

| participated in the conference on
the Legislative bill. | sat there. We
talked about the provisions. We voted
at the end. | did not get everything I
wanted. As a matter of fact, | agreed
significantly in some parts of that bill.

But | did not raise any questions. The
process was followed. You win some;
you lose some. You make your argu-
ments.

Here, that was not the case. My col-
leagues heard the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY). How can the
CATS come here $7 billion over budget?
It is going to be interesting to watch
them vote on this package.

Now, | do not agree with them, but if
there is any intellectual consistency, |
am going to be astounded that they
might do that. One may get them to do
that.

I do not think our Members are going
to vote for this bill, not because they
do not think the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. KoLBE) that what he added
on is appropriate with IRS, with GSA
and with other items in the bill. We
discussed that. You agreed. | agreed.
We do not disagree on that.

But, Mr. Speaker, we are going to be
here at least for another 30 or 45 days.
Let us treat one another and the Amer-
ican public with respect, with consider-
ation. Yes, we will disagree; and, yes,
my colleagues will impose from time to
time the majority will. That is democ-
racy.

But do not do it in the dead of night.
Do not recess late at night so one can
have an extra legislative day. That is a
legislative game to stick it to us, be-
cause the rules that they so passion-
ately argued for when they were in the
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minority ought to protect the minority
and that we overran they said, say that
one cannot do it in one legislative day.
So they did this gimmick. It is a legiti-
mate gimmick. We used it. They com-
plained bitterly about it. They did it
last night in the dead of night and
came here at 7 a.m. and filed it.

This rule ought to be defeated. We
ought to be about the regular order and
do things the right way and respect one
another and respect this institution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). The Chair ad-
vises the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LINDER) has 19%2 minutes remaining.
The gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST)
has 8% minutes remaining.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | continue
to reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | inquire of
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. Lin-
der) whether he has additional speak-
ers.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, perhaps
one, perhaps two; but right now | re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. SERRANO).

(Mr. SERRANO asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, | start-
ed out in life with English as a second
language. So even though | speak more
English in my adult life than | have
spoken Spanish, | still have to pay
close attention to make sure that what
I hear is correct.

I heard that this decision was made
through an “‘informal conference.” |
tried that in Spanish—(the gentleman
from New York spoke in Spanish). |
tried it in English, “informal con-
ference.”” Both ways | come up with no
conference at all.

In other words, an informal con-
ference is a couple of people getting to-
gether and deciding there is something
they do not like in a bill and then de-
stroying that bill, taking that out, and
then presenting it to us as an insult to
the will of the House.

Let us be clear. The House said that
on one particular issue, the issue of our
future relations with Cuba, we would
begin to change our behavior. In one
particular instance, with 301 votes in
favor, the House spoke on that issue.

But we knew, those of us who support
that issue knew, that somehow we
would figure on the other side a way to
Kill that. We had to. How could we lis-
ten to 301 Members? How could we lis-
ten to the majority of the American
people? How could we listen to the
American farmer? Are you kidding?

So this bill is before us today as an
attempt to accomplish many things,
but in particular to get two amend-
ments that continue to punish a coun-
try and ignore the will of the American
people.

This is not the end of this issue. We
will try very hard today to defeat this
rule. But the fact of life is that my col-
leagues’ time is running out. They can-
not continue to ignore the Constitu-
tion. They cannot continue to ignore
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the will of the people, and they cannot
continue to ignore the will of their own
Members.

There are 301 Members, there are Re-
publican Members, who will have to ex-
plain to the American farmer. My col-
leagues are hearing it from a person
from the South Bronx, who thought all
food grew in supermarkets up till re-
cently. My colleagues are going to have
to explain to them why they turn their
backs on the American farmers who
have been begging them to support
them on this issue.

Cuba did not lose today. | and those
who support this issue did not lose
today. The big losers are the process in
this House and the American farmer.

There is no compromise on another
bill. Do not kid me, and do not kid us.
There will never be a compromise on
another bill as long as there is a desire
to continue to ignore the will of the
American people.

Vote down this rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | continue
to reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN).

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in strong opposition to the rule, and |
want to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY), the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), and the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
SERRANO), especially with regard to the
outrageous action by the Committee
on Rules to remove in the dead of night
the language overwhelmingly passed by
this House regarding easing the embar-
go and travel restrictions on Cuba. The
Sanford amendment which dealt with
travel restrictions passed this House by
232 to 186. The amendment by the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. MORAN) deal-
ing with food and medicine passed this
House by 301 to 116.

A handful of Members in the leader-
ship on the other side are apparently
still nostalgic for the Cold War, enough
so that they have ignored the will of
this body.

The so-called compromise that the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER)
made reference to earlier, it is not a
compromise. It is a sellout. It would
add on to the restrictions that are al-
ready in place.

What the Committee on Rules did,
not only shows a lack of respect for
this House, but it shows a lack of re-
spect for the Members of this House on
both sides of the aisle. The Committee
on Rules has turned its back on our
farmers.

My colleagues talk about the need
for democracy in Cuba. How about a
little democracy in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY), the majority whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very inter-
esting debate; and it is a good debate
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to have at the closing hours before the
August district work period, because it
is a great warning as to what is going
to happen in September.

Yes, | am sad to say that spending is
up on this bill. The House did an in-
credible job over this year passing 12
bills, and hopefully this afternoon 13
bills, trying to hold the line on the
spending.

Through all the debates, every debate
on every one of those 12 bills that we
have already passed, and the debate we
saw yesterday on the D.C. bill, the mi-
nority, the Democrats, complain that
there was not enough spending. They
want to spend more money. They want
to spend more money. They claimed
every bill was woefully, woefully inad-
equate in spending.

The President has said he wants
more spending. So we thought that, in
fashioning this particular bill, we
would honor as much of their request
as we could honor in order to get their
support and in order to get the Presi-
dent to sign the bill.

We did consult with the White House
on what their needs were in the Treas-
ury-Postal bill. We begrudgingly gave
them some of the money in the TPO
bill, $1.2 billion, that they have been
crying for all this year, because we
know that the President of the United
States has to sign the bill before it be-
comes law. So we did that.

But do not denigrate the work of this
House. The work of this House has been
strong in trying to hold the line on
spending.

They are salivating over the notion
that there is this huge surplus, that
they could spend more money. It is
harder to deal with these issues under
a surplus than it was under a deficit
because of the penchant of many Mem-
bers wanting to spend more money.

But we have told the American peo-
ple that we are going to pay down on
the debt. There is a $270 billion surplus,
and we are going to spend 84 percent of
that in paying down on the debt on our
children and grandchildren. We ask for
8 percent, 8 percent of that surplus to
give some tax relief and tax fairness in
the marriage penalty repeal, repealing
the death tax.

On this bill is repealing the Spanish-
American War tax that they kept
spending when they were in control on
bigger government. We think the
American family needs a little tax fair-
ness and tax relief, 8 percent of the sur-
plus.

We sort of set aside another 8 per-
cent, $22 billion, for their increased
spending, knowing that we could not
get the President to sign it unless we
gave it to them. That is why we bring
it here. Let me just quickly touch on
the Cuba issue. They won the Cuba
issue. | was absolutely opposed to it.
But they want it in the TPO bill, which
is not the proper way to do it.

But because those two amendments
passed and passed overwhelmingly,
they won. They have got the leverage
now to go and negotiate in the con-
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ference of the Committee on Agri-
culture appropriations bill to get what
they want. That is very significant.
But to do it the way that they did it is
really something that the Senate just
would not accept because it is not the
right way to do it.

We have tried to hold the line. But
let me tell my colleagues what is real-
ly going on here and why we have had
to use this unusual procedure in order
to get these appropriations bills.

This is the anniversary, by the way,
the 1-year anniversary when the minor-
ity leader announced that their strat-
egy is to disrupt, obstruct, and stop the
Republican House from passing any-
thing. They have been trying to carry
that out all year long. We have a six-
vote margin, now, thank God. We have
a 7-vote margin as of yesterday. We
have a 7-vote margin. On these bills, it
has been very difficult to put these
bills together all by ourselves because
they refused to participate.

They have even asked their own
Members to vote against their own dis-
tricts and their own interests in these
appropriations bills in order to ob-
struct getting things done.

They outline their strategy. They are
trying to carry it out. Right now, in
the other body, they cannot pass any-
thing because the Democrats in the
other body have the Senate tied in
knots. The reason that we had to do
TPO on this bill is they cannot get it
up on the floor of the Senate because
the Democrats do not want to pass it.
That is why we had to put it on this
bill. They have used everything avail-
able to them to obstruct our ability to
carry out the appropriations process.
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The point I am trying to make is we
have worked very, very hard to pay
down the debt with the surplus, to give
a little tax fairness and hold the line
on spending. That is the fiscally re-
sponsible thing to do. The other side,
and | point out that they argued all
year there is not enough money in
here, and now we see them arguing be-
cause there is too much money in this
bill. It is an amazing dichotomy that
we witness here all day long every day.

The point is they do not want the
process to work. They do not want us
to pass these bills because they want to
force us into some sort of summit with
a big omnibus bill so they can get more
spending. Well, we ain’t goin’ there. We
ain’t goin’ there. We are going to pass
these bills. We are going to do the fis-
cally responsible thing, and | hope our
Members will stand up, vote for this
rule and allow us to proceed.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD).

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, yield 1
minute to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). The gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD) is
recognized for 2 minutes.
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Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. FROST)
and the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LINDER) for yielding me this bipartisan
time.

I rise very reluctantly to oppose this
rule. And the reason | do so, and my
comments would be aimed at conserv-
atives and Republicans, the reason | do
so is because | think this is a gut-check
vote. Because one of the things | ran on
back in the beginning of the 104th Con-
gress, before | ever got here, was the
idea of working against midnight deals.
One of the things we talked about, the
young Members of the 104th Congress,
before we ever got here, is that we have
to stop this. The Democrats did it for
too long. And yet here we find our-
selves basically getting a $30 billion
bill at 11 a.m. and we have 2 hours to
look at a $30 billion bill. That is the
antithesis of what we are to be about
in process.

Secondly, my daddy always used to
say, ‘““Don’t bid against yourself.”” This
is a classic case of bidding against our-
selves. Because normally we say, well,
we are here, the Senate is over here in
terms of spending, so therefore we are
going to have to appease the Senate
and we will come up with some number
halfway in between. But here, without
the Senate ever meeting, we have gone
and increased legislative branch by $51
million; we have increased Treasury,
Postal by $1.27 billion, and we really
are bidding against ourselves.

So | think this is one of those cases
where, and | respectfully mean this, as
my dad used to say, “If you don’t get
something right, then try, try, and try
again.”” We need to defeat this rule,
send it back, and ask them simply to
try again.

I would mention a couple of things
that did come out in the few moments
I had to look at this bill. For those
against gun control, why are we in-
creasing ATF by 29.4 percent; for those
that that is an issue of importance?
For those conservatives against the
congressional pay raise, why are we in-
cluding it here? Again, if Members
want a fig leaf cover in voting against
the pay raise, then wait and vote
against the bill itself. But this is a
chance to truly defeat it. And for those
against an increase in Members’ pen-
sion, here is a chance to get at it.

The fact of the matter is | have
talked to our colleagues on the Senate
side, and they are never going to agree
to this nonconference conference. This
has a lot to do ultimately with Cuba,
and the question is what are we willing
to trade off in terms of ideals that we
believe in and money toward that end?
I think this is a price too high.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 1 minute.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY) is leaving the floor, but | had
trouble following his logic. He would
not yield time to me, he is leaving the
floor now, but | noticed that the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. KOLBE) was
pointing in one direction; he was say-
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ing that, well, the Senate couldn’t take
this up because there were holds on
just additional nominations, presum-
ably by Republicans; and the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY) was
pointing the other direction; and he
was saying, no, they could not take
this up because the Democrats, who are
in the minority of course, were block-
ing consideration.

Now, which is it? Is it because Repub-
licans have holds on judicial nomina-
tions or is it because the minority
Democrats prevented this from coming
up? | do not quite understand. The gen-
tlemen cannot have it both ways, and |
would ask if the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DELAY) could respond to that?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FROST. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Since the gentleman
spoke about what | said, Mr. Speaker,
| said that there was some disagree-
ment over some of the judicial nomina-
tions and, for that reason, the other
party in the Senate, it is my under-
standing, and 1 know we are not sup-
posed to characterize what was hap-
pening, but for that reason they, there-
fore, put a hold on all the appropria-
tion bills. That was simply what | was
saying.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | would ask
how much time we have remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. FROST) has 2%
minutes remaining.

Mr. FROST. Perhaps the gentleman
from Georgia would like to proceed.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from Georgia
for yielding me this time, and | rise
today knowing that later this after-
noon we will vote on a conference com-
mittee report that excludes the provi-
sions of an amendment that | offered
on the House floor 1 week ago today.

Seven days ago we had what | believe
and know is a significant victory on be-
half of American farmers, American
ranchers, and, | believe, on behalf of
the Cuban people. The opportunity to
trade with Cuba food, medicine, and ag-
ricultural products is an important
issue. The vote we had, 301 to 116, re-
flects a growing belief, a strong com-
mitment in the House of Representa-
tives that the policy that we have had
in place for 38 years is a failed policy
that damages American farmers and
ranchers much more than it has ever
damaged the government of Cuba.

I continue to seek reassurance from
the leadership of the House that this
issue will not go away and that ulti-
mately our fight in this regard will be
heard in this House. This issue will
again arise in an appropriation bill, the
legislative branch appropriation bill,
and | again point out to the leadership
of the House, both the Democrat and
Republican leadership, that we have
the ability and the support of the Mem-
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bers of the House and their constitu-
encies to advance this issue this year.
I will continue to work today with the
leadership of the committee, the lead-
ership of the Committee on Rules, and
the leadership of the House to make
certain that this issue prevails at the
end of the day.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | want to
make two points, in response, frankly,
to the majority whip.

First of all, it was not the Demo-
crats, it was all of us. Let me read from
the report of our committee, the ma-
jority report, which | supported, which
said “With those additional respon-
sibilities in mind,” that is the things
that are in the bill, ““the allocation is
short by approximately $1.3 billion.”

So | tell my friend, the majority
whip, that he says it in the report that
this is needed. But 7 days ago the gen-
tleman would not do it. Why would he
not do it 7 days ago? So he could say to
the American public what he has just
said now; we are trying to constrain
spending: Yes, we think $1.3 billion is
necessary; and, guess what, 7 days later
we will put it in. But the press release
that went out on Friday said no, we are
going to have fiscal constraint. For 6
days. For 6 days.

Secondly, | would say to my friend
there is no need for this, whatever is
happening in the other body. We could
have considered the legislative bill on
its merits in order, and we could con-
sider the Treasury, Postal bill on its
merits in order.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, parliamen-
tary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will State his inquiry.

Mr. HOYER. Am | correct that if this
rule passes and we go to consideration
of the conference report, and then we
seek to offer a motion to recommit,
that no amendment or motion to re-
commit which deals with the Treasury,
Postal bill will be in order because it
will not be germane under the con-
ference committee report because it is
on the legislative bill? Am | correct on
that, Mr. Speaker?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The mo-
tion to recommit to conference will be
available and may include instructions
to address issues within the scope of
conference such as certain reactions
from the conference report.

Mr. HOYER. My question, though,
Mr. Speaker is if in the motion to re-
commit a change in the Treasury,
Postal bill is offered, will that be in
order?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That
question will be addressed by the Chair
when actually presented, but the Chair
can say generally that a motion to
strike certain matter might be in
order.

Mr. HOYER. | understand a motion
to strike will be in order on any part of
the bill. But my point is, | believe |
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have been told by the Parliamentarian,
and | want to make sure that the Mem-
bers know this as well, that a change
in the Treasury, Postal bill will not be
germane because the only germane
amendment to change the bill will be
to the legislative bill because that is
the underlying bill. Am 1 correct on
that?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That
question cannot be prejudged at this
point in time.

Mr. HOYER. Why not? There is not
an answer that exists to that, Mr.
Speaker? It is not a theoretical ques-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. At this
point, the question is hypothetical.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, let me sug-
gest that it may not be hypothetical at
all as it relates to how Members feel
they can vote on this particular rule,
because they will know if they vote on
this rule that they may or may not be
precluded from taking such action
under the rules that they may want to
take.

That is why | believe that it is a rel-
evant question at this time, prior to
the vote on the rule.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
a fair question on which to engage in
debate but not for advisory opinion
from the Chair. It is still hypothetical.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the rank-
ing member on the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) is
recognized for 1%> minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

I would once again want to try to
correct some of the misstatements
made by the distinguished majority
whip. He indicated that those of us on
the Democratic sides of the aisle had
insisted that all 13 appropriation bills
have a higher spending level than those
produced by the majority. | would
point out | wrote dissenting views to
the Department of Defense bill that the
majority brought to this House. That
bill is $19 billion over last year and it
is $5.1 billion above the President’s re-
quest. Not with my vote, but with his.

The Labor HHS bill, at this point,
the document being worked on in con-
ference, is $2.5 billion over the Presi-
dent’s request.

The point we are trying to make is
very simple. The majority party indi-
cated earlier in this year that it was
going to insist on its budget resolution.
We made the point at that time that it
was not realistic; that the Congress
would wind up spending much more
money than that, and that they ought
to fess up earlier rather than later.
Now what has happened is that on bill
after bill the majority party is throw-
ing away the budget limitations, but
we have no idea what limitations are
replacing them.

In other words, we are now acting in
Congress the way the Congress acted
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before 1974 with the passage of the
Budget Act. For all practical purposes,
whatever the Committee on the Budget
has proposed is considered as being ir-
relevant. There are no rules except the
rules designed on an ad hoc basis,
anonymously, by the gentleman from
Texas and his other fellow leaders, and
that is no way to run a railroad much

less run a legislative representative
body.
1400
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | vyield

myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, a couple of days ago |
was talking with a gentleman from the
other side of the Capitol about the ap-
propriation process, and he said that he
was deeply involved in the Foreign Ops
appropriations bill and that the Mem-
bers on both sides had agreed on all the
differences from the House to the Sen-
ate on Foreign Ops.

However, he could not get any Mem-
bers on the minority party or the
White House to meet with them. They
refused to meet, including the White
House. Because they have this strategy
to drag it out, stretch it out, do not
agree to anything, complain about ev-
erything; and then one day, as the Ma-
jority Whip said, we will be here in Oc-
tober with a huge appropriations bill
that will take in several of these 13 ap-
propriations bills and they will get to
spend more money. We heard that
throughout this process on 13 bills that
we are not spending enough.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. LINDER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, | under-
stand the proposition of the gentleman.
The Majority Whip made that, as well.

If that is the case, why does not the
majority, which controls both Houses,
send the bills as they think they ought
to be to the White House and let them
veto them and let the American public
see what is going on?

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, we would very much like
to do that. But if 41 of the Democrats
on the other side of the Capitol deter-
mine to filibuster, they can stop any-
thing from happening.

As the gentleman knows, they have
to have 60 votes in that body. They are
determined not to let anything move
at all, not even to let them bring it up
without all kinds of amendments that
are not germane to the process, which,
in a body that has only two rules,
unanimous consent and exhaustion,
they can put anything on a bill. So
they are slowing it down.

The fact of the matter is that this
House has voted to pass all three of
these provisions before. These provi-
sions are before us again today. We are
trying to get these passed and out of
these bodies so that the President can
veto them, because we expect that he
will. Then we will be back in Sep-
tember dealing with the differences.

It would be easier if they would en-
gage us today and help us with these
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differences today and move forward
with the process.

So | would say to my colleagues that
this rule, while cumbersome, not pret-
ty, is a rule that gets the process mov-
ing. It is not new to us. We remember
when Speaker Wright did this some
years ago. But it does get the process
moving.

Let us get to the debate on the bills,
the substance of the bills. Let us move
this process. And let us get out of town
for our district work period knowing
that we passed, if not all of them, all
but maybe one of them, hopefully all of
them, before August, something that
has not been done in modern times.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and | move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). The Chair again
must remind Members to avoid im-
proper references to the Senate, includ-
ing characterizations of their actions.

The question is on the resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on the resolution are post-
poned.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will now put the ques-
tion on those resolutions on which fur-
ther proceedings were postponed ear-
lier today.

Votes will be taken in the following
order: House Resolution 564, and House
Resolution 565.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4865, SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS TAX RELIEF ACT OF
2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the vote de novo on
House Resolution 564.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Evi-
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 232, nays

194, not voting 9, as follows:

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berkley
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Boswell
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox

Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DelLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Everett
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca

Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen

[Roll No. 447]

YEAS—232

Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly

King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle

Ose

Oxley
Packard
Paul

Pease

NAYS—194

Berman
Berry
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Boyd

Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps

Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer

Crowley Kildee Phelps
Cummings Kilpatrick Pickett
Danner Kind (WI) Price (NC)
Davis (FL) Kleczka Rahall
Davis (IL) Klink Rangel
DeFazio Kucinich Reyes
DeGette LaFalce Rivers
Delahunt Lampson Rodriguez
Delauro Lantos Roemer
Deutsch Larson Rothman
Dicks Lee Roybal-Allard
Dingell Levin Rush
Dixon Lewis (GA) Sabo
Doggett Lipinski Sanchez
Dooley Lofgren Sandlin
Doyle Lowey Sawyer
Edwards Luther Schakowsky
Engel Maloney (NY) Scott
Eshoo Markey Serrano
Etheridge Mascara Sherman
Evans Matsui Sisisky
Farr McCarthy (MO) Skelton
Fattah McDermott Slaughter
Filner McGovern Snyder
Ford Mclintyre Spratt
Frank (MA) McKinney Stark
Frost McNulty Stenholm
Gejdenson Meehan Strickland
Gephardt Meek (FL) Stupak
Gonzalez Meeks (NY) Tanner
Gordon Menendez Tauscher
Gutierrez Millender- Taylor (MS)
Hall (OH) McDonald Thompson (CA)
Hall (TX) Miller, George Thompson (MS)
Hastings (FL) Minge Thurman
Hill (IN) Mink Tierney
Hilliard Moakley Towns
Hinchey Mollohan Turner
Hinojosa Moran (VA) Udall (CO)
Hoeffel Murtha Udall (NM)
Holden Nadler Velazquez
Holt Napolitano Visclosky
Hooley Neal Waters
Hoyer Oberstar Watt (NC)
Jackson (IL) Obey Waxman
Jackson-Lee Olver Weiner

(TX) Ortiz Wexler
Jefferson Owens Weygand
John Pallone Wise
Johnson, E. B. Pascrell Woolsey
Jones (OH) Pastor Wu
Kanjorski Payne Wynn
Kaptur Pelosi
Kennedy Peterson (MN)

NOT VOTING—9

Barton Gilman Sanders
Bono Jenkins Smith (WA)
Ewing Mclintosh Vento
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Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Ms.

SLAUGHTER and Mr. NADLER
changed their vote from ‘yea” to
“nay.”

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mrs.

McCCARTHY of New York, Ms. BERK-
LEY and Mr. GREEN of Texas changed
their vote from “‘nay”” to “‘yea.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 4516, LEGISLATIVE
BRANCH APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PEASE). The pending business is the
question de novo on the resolution,
House Resolution 565, on which further
proceedings were postponed.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

The
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The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 214, noes 210,
answered ‘“‘present’” 1, not voting 10, as
follows:

[Roll No. 448]

AYES—214
Aderholt Goodling Pickering
Archer Goss Pitts
Armey Graham Pombo
Bachus Granger Porter
Baker Green (WI) Portman
Ballenger Greenwood Pryce (OH)
Barr Gutknecht Quinn
Barrett (NE) Hansen Radanovich
Bartlett Hastert Ramstad
Bass Hastings (WA) Regula
Bateman Hayes Reynolds
Bereuter Hayworth Riley
Biggert Hefley Rogan
Bilbray Herger Rogers
Bilirakis Hill (MT) Rohrabacher
Bliley Hilleary Ros-Lehtinen
Blunt Hobson Roukema
Boehlert Hoekstra Royce
Boehner Horn Ryan (WI)
Bonilla Hostettler Ryun (KS)
Bono Houghton Salmon
Brady (TX) Hulshof Saxton
Bryant Hunter Scarborough
Burr Hutchinson Schaffer
Burton Hyde Sensenbrenner
Buyer Isakson Sessions
Callahan Istook Shadegg
Calvert Johnson (CT) Shaw
Camp Johnson, Sam Shays
Campbell Jones (NC) Sherwood
Canady Kasich Shimkus
Cannon Kelly Shuster
Castle King (NY) Simpson
Chabot Kingston Skeen
Chambliss Knollenberg Smith (M)
Chenoweth-Hage Kolbe Smith (NJ)
Coble Kuykendall Smith (TX)
Coburn LaHood Souder
Collins Largent Spence
Combest Latham Stearns
Cook LaTourette Stump
Cooksey Lazio Sununu
Crane Leach Sweeney
Cubin Lewis (CA) Talent
Cunningham Lewis (KY) Tancredo
Davis (VA) Linder Tauzin
Deal LoBiondo Taylor (NC)
DelLay Lucas (OK) Terry
DeMint Martinez Thomas
Diaz-Balart McCollum Thornberry
Dickey McCrery Thune
Doolittle McHugh Tiahrt
Dreier Mclnnis Toomey
Duncan McKeon Traficant
Dunn Metcalf Upton
Ehlers Mica Vitter
Ehrlich Miller (FL) Walden
English Miller, Gary Walsh
Everett Moran (KS) Wamp
Fletcher Morella Watkins
Foley Myrick Watts (OK)
Fossella Ney Weldon (FL)
Fowler Northup Weldon (PA)
Franks (NJ) Norwood Weller
Frelinghuysen Nussle Whitfield
Gallegly Ose Wicker
Gekas Oxley Wilson
Gibbons Packard Wolf
Gilchrest Paul Young (AK)
Gillmor Pease Young (FL)
Goode Peterson (PA)
Goodlatte Petri

NOES—210
Abercrombie Baldwin Berry
Ackerman Barcia Bishop
Allen Barrett (WI) Blagojevich
Andrews Becerra Blumenauer
Baca Bentsen Bonior
Baird Berkley Borski
Baldacci Berman Boswell



H7152 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE July 27, 2000
Boucher Dicks Hastings (FL) Lampson Millender- Price (NC) Strickland Tierney Watt (NC)
Boyd Dingell Hill (IN) Lantos McDonald Rahall Stupak Towns Weiner
Brady (PA) Dixon Hilliard Larson Miller, George Rangel Tanner Turner Wexler
Brown (FL) Doggett Hinchey Lee Minge Reyes Tauscher Udall (CO) Weygand
Brown (OH) Dooley Hinojosa Levin Mink Rivers Taylor (MS) Udall (NM) Wise
Capps Doyle Hoeffel Lewis (GA) Moakley Rodriguez Thompson (CA)  Velazquez Woolsey
Capuano Edwards Holden Lipinski Mollohan Roemer Thompson (MS)  Visclosky Wu
Cardin Emerson Holt Lofgren Moore Rothman Thurman Waters Wynn
Carson Engel Hooley Lowey Mora'r: (VA) Roybal-Allard ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1
Clay Eshoo_ Hoyer Lucas (KY) Murtha Rush " "
g:ayton Etherldge Lnslie o Luther madlell_'t gaboh anzullo
Choment o Jen (L) waloney(cn Napoliane - Snche NOT VOTING—10
Condit Fattah (TX) Markey Nethercutt Sandlin Barton Jenkins Vento
Conyers Filner Jefferson Mascara Oberstar Sanford Cox Mcintosh Waxman
Costello Forbes John Matsui Obey Sawyer Ewing Sisisky
Coyne Ford Johnson, E. B. Olver Schakowsky Gilman Smith (WA)
McCarthy (MO) :
Cramer Frank (MA) Jones (OH) Ortiz Scott
- k McCarthy (NY) 1442
Crowley Frost Kanjorski McDermott Owens Serrano
cummings ganske Kaprur McGovern E:;L‘:’;TI oherman Mr. SCARBOROUGH changed his
Davis (FL) Ge]phardt Kildee Y Mcintyre Pastor Skelton vote from *‘no” ‘_tO “aye.”
Davis (IL) Gonzalez Kilpatrick McKinney Payne Slaughter So the resolution was agreed to.
DeFazio Gordon Kind (WI) mCNP:"ty Pelosi Snyder The result of the vote was announced
DeGette Green (TX) Kleczka eehan Peterson (MN) Spratt
Delahunt Gutierrez Klink Meek (FL) Phelps Stabenow as above. recorded. . .
DelLauro Hall (OH) Kucinich Meeks (NY) Pickett Stark A motion to reconsider was laid upon
Deutsch Hall (TX) LaFalce Menendez Pomeroy Stenholm the table.
NOTICE

Incomplete record of House proceedings.
House proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the Record.
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore (Mr. THURMOND).

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Fa-
ther Thomas Acker, president, Wheel-
ing Jesuit University, Wheeling, WV,
will give the prayer. He is a guest of
Senator BYRD.

We are glad to have you with us.

PRAYER

The guest Chaplain, Father Thomas
Acker, offered the following prayer:

Let us pray:

Heavenly Father, from whom each of
us comes and to whom each of us must
return, we daily finger the coins of our
realm. On each coin of this Republic is
inscribed our invocation, our prayer,
and our petition: “In God We Trust.”
“If You Yahweh, do not build the
house, in vain the mason’s toil: If You
Yahweh, do not guard the city, in vain
the sentrys watch.”—Psalm 127. Even
as we hold this prayerful coin in our
fingers, we acknowledge that You hold
us in the palm of Your hand. Lord, in
You we trust.

We open this deliberative day of Sen-
ate life, this last Thursday of July, the
month of our independence, assured
that You watch over us; indeed, we are
the apple of Your eye. Bring Your light
to our deliberations, Your wisdom to
our decisions, Your peace to our out-
comes. May the seed that we plant be
like the tiny mustard seed, growing
strong of stem, bountiful in branches,
and laden with good fruit.

The Senators, men and women of
leadership, bow their heads before You,
and ask Your blessing. Lord of the Uni-
verse, in both faith and humility, the
Senators pray: Prosper the work of our
hands, prosper the work of our hands.
In God we trust. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable Rob GRAMS, a Senator
from the State of Minnesota, led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

Senate

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able Senator from Florida is recog-
nized.

SCHEDULE

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, today the
Senate will be in a period of morning
business until 11 a.m., for those Sen-
ators who wish to make final state-
ments in remembrance of our former
friend and colleague, Senator PAUL
COVERDELL.

Following morning business, Senator
designate Zell Miller will be sworn in
to serve as United States Senator.
After the ceremony and a few remarks,
the Senate will proceed to a cloture
vote on the motion to proceed to the
energy and water appropriations bill.
At the conclusion of the vote, the Sen-
ate will proceed to the consideration of
the conference report to accompany
the Department of Defense appropria-
tions bill, with a vote to occur at ap-
proximately 3:15 p.m. For the remain-
der of the day, the Senate is expected
to begin postcloture debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to the energy and water
appropriations bill.

It is hoped that a vote on cloture on
the motion to proceed to the PNTR
China legislation can be moved to
occur at a time to be determined dur-
ing today’s session. | thank my col-
leagues for their attention.

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR—S. 2940 AND S. 2941

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, | under-
stand there are two bills at the desk
due for their second reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAMS). The clerk will report the bills
by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 2940) to authorize additional as-
sistance for international malaria control,
and to provide for coordination and consulta-
tion in providing assistance under the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 with respect to
malaria, HIV, and tuberculosis.

A bill (S. 2941) to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to provide mean-
ingful campaign finance reform through re-
quiring better reporting, decreasing the role
of soft money, and increasing individual con-
tribution limits, and for other purposes.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, | object to
further proceedings on these bills at
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the rule, the bills will be placed on the
calendar.

The Senator from West Virginia.

GUEST CHAPLAIN FATHER
THOMAS S. ACKER, S.J.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, | commend
the Senate’s guest Chaplain today, Fa-
ther Thomas S. Acker, S.J., for his elo-
quent prayer opening today’s session of
the United States Senate.

For the last 18 years, Fr. Acker has
been serving as President of Wheeling
Jesuit University in Wheeling, West
Virginia.

During that time, Wheeling Jesuit
University has grown to become one of
the leading universities in the State of
West Virginia, and much of that
growth is due to the insight and hard
work of this Jesuit priest. During Fr.
Acker’s tenure at Wheeling Jesuit, the
enrollment has doubled—doubled—and
the number of buildings and square
footage on campus has more than dou-
bled. The addition of the Robert C.
Byrd National Technology Transfer
Center, the Erma Ora Byrd Center for
Educational Technologies, and the
Alan B. Mollohan Challenger Learning
Center on campus places Wheeling Jes-
uit University in a unique position for
growth into the 21st Century, which
will begin next year, and has made a
difference in the lives of the residents
of West Virginia and beyond.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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Recently, Fr. Acker was presented,
by Administrator Dan Goldin, with the
Distinguished Public Service Medal of
the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, NASA, the highest
honor given to a civilian from that
agency. This award reflects the high
confidence that NASA and its Adminis-
trator have in the stewardship of Fr.
Acker in connection with agency pro-
grams administered—where? at Wheel-
ing Jesuit University.

Fr. Acker, a native of Cleveland,
Ohio, entered the Jesuit order in 1947.
That was my first year in the West Vir-
ginia House of delegates. He has a
Ph.D. in biology. | don’t have a Ph.D.
in anything. But | have grandsons who
have Ph.Ds. | have two grandsons who
have Ph.D.s in physics; not political
science but physics. But Fr. Acker has
a Ph.D. in Biology from Stanford Uni-
versity. He has taught at John Carroll
University. He has taught at the Uni-
versity of Detroit. He has taught at
San Francisco University. He has
served as Dean of Arts and Sciences at
St. Joseph’s University in Philadel-
phia, Pennsylvania, and worked in the
country of Nepal, first as a Fulbright
professor and then as Project Director
of the U.S. Peace Corps.

Fr. Tom Acker’s tenure as the Presi-
dent at Wheeling Jesuit University will
end on Monday, July 31, 2000, the last
year of the 20th century, but he will
not be leaving the State of West Vir-
ginia. He has grown to love that State.
Rather, he will remain in West Vir-
ginia, working in the southern sector
to continue his great service to the
great State of West Virginia.

I look forward to my continued rela-
tionship with this strong, competent,
and compassionate man of the cloth,
and | congratulate him on his decision
to remain in West Virginia.

I listened carefully to his prayer
today. He used the words, ‘“‘In God We
Trust.” | was in the House of Rep-
resentatives in 1954, on June 7, when
the House of Representatives passed
legislation to include the words ‘‘under
God” in the pledge of allegiance—June
7, 1954; ““‘under God.” There are some
people in this country who would like
to take those words out of that pledge,
but not Fr. Acker. | don’t think any-
body here in the Senate would be for
that. That was June 7, 1954.

June 7, 1955, 1 year to the day, the
House of Representatives voted to in-
clude the words “In God We Trust,” to
have those words, as the national
motto, put on all coins and all cur-
rency of the United States. Those
words were already on some of the
coins, but on June 7, 1955, the House of
Representatives voted to have the
words ‘“‘In God We Trust’’—there they
are— ‘“‘In God We Trust,” have that as
the national motto and have those
words on the coins and currency of the
United States.

I was in the House on both occasions.
I am the only person in Congress today
who was in Congress when we voted to
include the words ‘“‘under God” in the
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Pledge of Allegiance. | thank our vis-
iting minister today for his use of
those words.

He also used the same words from the
scriptures that Benjamin Franklin
used in the Constitutional Convention
in 1787 when the clouds of dissension
and despair held like a pall over the
Constitutional Convention. Everything
was about to break up. They were hav-
ing a lot of dissension, | say to the Sen-
ator from Nevada and the Senator from
Florida. They were not agreeing on
very many things. They were very dis-
couraged. But Benjamin Franklin
stood to his feet and suggested there be
prayer at the convention, and he used
those scriptures in his statement:

Except the Lord build the house, they
labour in vain that build it: except the Lord
keep the city, the watchman waketh but in
vain.

Thank you, Father Acker, for using
those words and for having as the
theme of your prayer this morning ““‘In
God We Trust.” Thank you.

I thank our Chaplain also, and I
thank you, again, Father Acker. We
hope you will enjoy your work in
southern West Virginia. We are privi-
leged to have you in my part of the
State finally, southern West Virginia.
My part is the whole State. We thank
you, and may God bless you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, before the
Senator from West Virginia and the
visiting priest depart, | say to the man
who runs this fine school in West Vir-
ginia—and | believe the Senator from
Florida will say—what a treasure we
have in the Senator from West Vir-
ginia.

Today is a day of solemnity in the
Senate. We are going to swear in a new
Senator as a result of the death of one
of our colleagues. It is a day of reflec-
tion for all of us. Speaking for myself,
and | am sure the Senator from Flor-
ida, every day we reflect on how fortu-
nate we are to have someone who is a
living example of the words that are
engraved in the back of this Chamber:
“In God We Trust.” He is someone to
whom we all look —both the minority
and majority—for ethical standards,
for a sense of morality that he brings
to this body. | say to the priest from
West Virginia, the State of West Vir-
ginia is well served and has been well
served by Senator ROBERT BYRD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, I, too, ex-
press my appreciation for the beautiful
words of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia this morning. And to Father
Acker: On behalf of the entire Senate,
we welcome you today and appreciate
greatly your words of prayer.

This is a special day for all of us, as
the Senator from Nevada indicated. We
will be swearing in a new Senator from
Georgia. We do so with heavy hearts,
however.

I seek recognition now for a few mo-
ments to say a few words on the life of
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our colleague, Senator PAuL COVER-
DELL.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, | thank my
colleague, the distinguished Senator
from Nevada, who has been very close
to me for these several years in which
we have served together in the Senate.
I appreciate his friendship. | thank him
for his good words today. | am grateful,
flattered, and humbled by them. |
thank the distinguished Senator from
Florida.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the leadership time
is reserved.

PERIOD FOR EULOGIES

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for eulogies for the former Sen-
ator from Georgia, Mr. PAuL COVER-
DELL.

REMEMBERING SENATOR PAUL
COVERDELL

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, the 10 days
since his sudden passing and the out-
pouring of expression from many dif-
ferent directions have given me the op-
portunity to reflect on PAuUL’s life, the
gifts he brought to the Senate, and the
impact his life had on people.

I want to focus my remarks on PAuL
COVERDELL’s humility, which | think
was his defining quality, his greatest
gift, and one which had the greatest
impact on the lives of others.

Many people might say that humil-
ity, sometimes defined as freedom from
pride or arrogance, is a quality not
found often in our society today. No
one disputes, however, that PAuUL
COVERDELL possessed a deep sense of
humility.

During the past 10 days, PAUL COVER-
DELL has been described as: Serious and
low key; self-effacing; uncomfortable
in the limelight; a humble public serv-
ant who became a political giant
through selfless dedication and quiet
civility; a very gentle and courteous
person; a person people went to, felt
really comfortable with, and opened up
to; a person who really cared for what
happened to others; a person many re-
garded as the Senate’s leading medi-
ator; a person of scrupulous integrity
and unblemished character; a person
with an unsurpassed work ethic and
standard of personal ethics and devo-
tion to what he was doing; a person
who always kept his word and was
someone you could count on—just to
mention a few characterizations.

How many of us would like to be
known as individuals who possess these
qualities?

Too often we think success results
from aggressive, enterprising, pushy,
and contentious behavior. In the case
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of PAuL COVERDELL, his success re-
sulted from his combination of humil-
ity and energy which enabled him to be
known as the person who was the cor-
nerstone of the Georgia Republican
Party and whose objective was to make
his State party credible and viable in
what had been virtually a one-party
State; who was a political mentor to a
number of politicians on both sides of
the aisle; who was said by former Sen-
ator Sam Nunn to be ‘‘the person who
makes the Senate work;” and finally,
Democrats in his State have said that
PAuL CoVvERDELL’s legacy is one of ac-
tions and deeds, not words and glory;
friendship and trust, not cynicism and
betrayal.

There is no question that the out-
pouring of sentiment of PAuL’s humil-
ity, humanity, and his contribution to
his State and to his Nation would have
overwhelmed him. He would have been
embarrassed by all of the adulation and
attention.

PAUL was the personification of Prov-
erbs 22:4: ‘““the reward for humility and
fear of the Lord . . . is riches and honor
and life.”” PAUL COVERDELL surely con-
ducted his life in a manner that re-
sulted in great riches and honor of pub-
lic opinion.

The Book of Revelation, 20:12, states:
““and | saw the dead, great and small,
standing before the throne, and books
were opened. Also, another book was
opened, the book of life. And the dead
were judged according to their works,
as recorded in the books.”’

Our earthly judgment of PAUL COVER-
DELL will surely be confirmed in heav-
en. PAUL’s works and his hard-working
qualities were legendary.

I want to take a moment to speak
about a passion of PAuL’s. He often
talked of the importance of freedom,
challenging each of us to do our part to
ensure that the legacy of 1776 endures
for generations to come. | picked out a
few of his quotes concerning freedom
from some of his speeches, and | want
to repeat them today.

From a Veteran’s Day speech:

In the end, all that any of us can do with
regard to this great democracy is to do our
part . . . during our time.

From a speech to an annual meeting
of the Georgia Youth Farmers Associa-
tion:

You live by the grace of God in the great-
est democracy in the history of the entire
world. And each of us has our own personal
responsibility to help care for it, to love it,
and to serve it.

From a speech to an ecumenical serv-
ice at Ebenezer Baptist Church in At-
lanta:

Several years ago | was in Bangladesh, the
poorest country in the world, on the day
they created their democracy. A Bangladeshi
said to me, “‘I don’t know if you or your fel-
low citizens of your country understand the
role you play for democracy everywhere. It
is an awesome responsibility and | don’t
envy you, but I pray, sir, that you and your
fellow citizens continue to accept it.

Finally, from a speech at an Ander-
sonville, GA, Memorial Day ceremony:

I am sure that each of you, like me, has
wondered how we can ever adequately honor
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these great Americans who made the ulti-
mate sacrifice for the preservation of our na-
tion and the great Americans who suffered
and endured on these hallowed grounds as
prisoners of war. We look across these fields
and see monuments. We have heard an ele-
gant poem written by a young American. We
have tried through movies to somehow ex-
press our gratitude. Nothing ever quite
seems to meet the challenge. | have finally
concluded in my mind and in my heart that
the only way to appropriately express our
gratitude is through duty and stewardship to
this great nation.

PAuL CoVERDELL truly expressed his
gratitude to his country in the manner
in which he lived his life—through his
service and stewardship to our Nation.

Perhaps the ultimate compliment for
a politician was accorded PAUL COVER-
DELL by one of his constituents, who
simply said: He gave politics a good
name.

PAUL was an unsung hero, the glue
that bound us together, particularly on
the Republican side, but he also had an
unusually fair presence in the entire
body of this Senate. We are blessed and
better off because of the impact of
PAUL’s humility.

I hope | have learned something from
him about life. God sent him so many
friends—and he recognized us all and
embraced us. We are thankful and
grateful for his presence in our lives.
And the loss of PAauL COVERDELL has
made me realize just how much | am
going to miss each of you when | leave
the Senate in a few months.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, it is
very hard to adjust to the sad reality
of PAUL COVERDELL’s absence from the
Senate. | miss him very much. And the
Senate, we have to admit, is not the
same without him.

It was always a genuine pleasure to
be in his company. | enjoyed very much
going to Georgia with him during his
reelection campaign. | also returned
with him to learn more about the se-
vere problems his State’s agricultural
producers were experiencing from the
drought. We worked together on these
and other issues that were important
to our region on the Senate Agri-
culture Committee.

He was a very influential force in the
Senate for the people of his State. And
he was a thoughtful leader on national
issues as well.

While we continue to mourn his pass-
ing, we should try to carry on with the
same determination and energy he
brought to the challenges he faced. His
example will be a very valuable legacy.
Not only has Georgia benefited from
his good efforts to represent its inter-
ests, but also through his leadership as
Director of the Peace Corps, and on
other international issues, he has made
the world a better and safer place for
all mankind.

Mr. President, | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The

S7725

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
thank the majority leader for setting
aside time this morning so many of us
could pay tribute to PAuL COVERDELL.
Certainly last week, many of us who
were friends with PAUL really were not
up to giving him a proper tribute be-
cause the shock of losing one of our
friends was so enormous that we really
did not feel that we could get through
the kind of tribute that PAUL deserves.
So | thank the majority leader for giv-
ing us this time.

We have now had a chance to collect
our thoughts about the sudden death of
our colleague and friend, PAUL COVER-
DELL of Georgia. One need only look at
the breadth of representation at the
memorial service in Atlanta to under-
stand the many ways in which PAUL’s
life affected ours.

At the service, it was hard to miss
the sweet but sad irony that, for one
last time, PAuUL COVERDELL was the
great unifier. The Democratic Gov-
ernor of Georgia, Governor Barnes,
called PAuL COVERDELL—onNe of just a
handful of Republicans in the State
legislature when Governor Barnes,
himself, was elected to the legislature
in 1974—he called PAUL his best teacher
in politics. Senator KENNEDY, our col-
league from across the aisle, with
whom Senator CoVERDELL had tangled
on many important education issues,
sat right next to me in the church to
honor PAUL COVERDELL.

Senator COVERDELL is sorely missed
in the Senate and in Georgia.

He is not missed because he was a
great legislator—but he was. His inno-
vative approach to helping families
have more flexibility in education
spending became the Coverdell edu-
cation savings account bill.

We do not feel his loss as badly as we
do simply because he was a great Sen-
ate leader—but he was. His leadership
could bring disparate policy and polit-
ical strands together to form a single,
strong bond that allowed us to move
forward with our priorities.

Others have said it, but | will repeat
for emphasis: PAuUL COVERDELL was as
close as any Senator comes to being in-
dispensable to his party.

He will not be missed most because
he was a giant in Georgia politics—but
he was. Over the past third of a cen-
tury, he built, from virtually nothing,
the Republican Party of Georgia, start-
ing at a time when, much as in my own
home State of Texas, Republicans num-
bered only a few in the state Legisla-
ture.

Georgia is a better state today—and
so is Texas—because there is a strong
two-party system. PAUL COVERDELL is
the reason why. And the people of
Georgia registered their appreciation
by making him the first Georgia Re-
publican in over a century to be re-
elected to the Senate.
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And he won’t be missed the most be-
cause he was an outstanding adminis-
trator and a man of vision as the Direc-
tor of the Peace Corps—but that is cer-
tainly the case.

PAUL was the right man for the job in
1989 when President Bush appointed
him to head the Peace Corps, just as
the Berlin Wall came tumbling down.

In 1989, Poland, Hungary, and Czecho-
slovakia were emerging from behind
the Iron Curtain. PAuUL COVERDELL
thought about his agency. It was a
creature of the Cold War, created to
keep the Third World from falling prey
to communism by exposing those coun-
tries to the energy, promise and ideals
of American youth.

The Peace Corps helped win the cold
war, and PAUL COVERDELL had the vi-
sion to know that it could also help
win the peace. Although it had been
dedicated to helping underdeveloped
countries with subsistence agriculture
and infrastructure projects, Director
PAuL COVERDELL saw the promise of
helping win the Cold War peace when
he asked: ““Why not in Europe, too?”’

Under his leadership, the Peace Corps
began sending volunteers into Eastern
Europe and the former Soviet Union,
blazing a new trail for this old cold war
agency. On June 15, 1990, President
George Bush wished farewell to the
first such volunteers as they departed
for Hungary and Poland.

Today, those countries are firmly in
the sphere of freedom and democracy,
and last year joined the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization. PAuL
COVERDELL’S vision had become a re-
ality.

When he was director of the Peace
Corps, Senator COVERDELL emphasized
a particular program that had gone fal-
low given the many other priorities the
agency was facing. This program, part
of the Peace Corps’ legislative mandate
to foster greater global understanding
by U.S. citizens, offered fellowship to
returning volunteers in exchange for
their agreement to work in an under-
served American community as they
pursued their degree.

Senator COVERDELL placed renewed
emphasis on this program as Director
of the Peace Corps and has been cred-
ited by Peace Corps alumni for his
leadership in this area. These fellow-
ships, funded through private-sector fi-
nanced scholarships or reduced tuition
agreements with universities and col-
leges, have been a great success.

PAuUL obviously continued his pursuit
of excellence in education with many
innovative proposals right here in this
body. I will be offering legislation that
renames the program the PAuL D.
COVERDELL Peace Corps Fellowship in
memory of his commitment to both the
Peace Corps and education.

A greater legislator, a leader of his
party and of his State, a man of peace
and vision: These surely describe, PAUL
COVERDELL, but they do not explain the
depth and breadth of warm outpouring
that we have seen since his sudden
death last week.
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More than any other reason, Senator
CovERDELL will be missed because he
was a sweet, warm man, utterly with-
out pretension.

PAuL COVERDELL:
band; Senator;
gentleman.

For all the wonderful tributes our
colleagues have offered here in the
Senate, and those that were made at
PAUL’s service on Saturday, none sur-
pass in sincerity and simplicity those
posted on the Atlanta Journal-Con-
stitution’s tribute web-site by ordinary
Georgians.

A real reflection of PAUL’s impact is
that there are postings from all around
the country. But one, in particular,
bears quoting. A man from Duluth,
Georgia quotes from a well-known
essay: ‘““The True Gentleman’” to de-
scribe PAUL, and it certainly fits:

The True Gentleman is the man whose con-
duct proceeds from good will . . . whose self-
control is equal to all emergencies; who does
not make the poor man conscious of his pov-
erty, the obscure man of his obscurity . . . ;
who is himself humbled if necessity compels
him to humble another; who does not flatter
wealth, cringe before power, or boast of his
own possessions or achievements; who
speaks with frankness but always with sin-
cerity and sympathy; whose deed follows his
word; who thinks of the rights and feelings
of others, rather than his own; and who ap-
pears well in any company, a man with
whom honor is sacred and virtue safe.

How true these words ring of my
friend, PAuL COVERDELL.

I close with the words of a young boy
from Georgia, written early in the last
century in his school notebook. When
assigned to write a short thought about
how he wanted to live his life, the
young boy, just 10 years or so at the
time, wrote:

I cannot do much, said the little star, To
make the dark world bright.

My silver beams cannot pierce far Into the
gloom of night.

Yet—I am part of God’s plan, And | will do
the best I can.

That sounds like PAUL, another Geor-
gian whose star burned so bright and
who fulfilled God’s plan by doing the
best he could.

Those words were written by young
Richard Russell, as a fourth-grade stu-
dent. Richard Russell went on to be-
come a great Senator from Georgia,
who, like PAuUL, died in office in 1971.
Russell’s name graces the building that
houses my office, and PAuL COVER-
DELL’S, too.

Today, we consider those great men
and the reward they’ve gone on to
enjoy. WE miss them; we miss PAUL
COVERDELL today, and the Senate is a
lonelier, less happy place without him.
Godspeed to our friend.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BUNNING). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

statesman; hus-
leader; but above all,
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, | rise
this morning to comment on the ex-
traordinary and wonderful life of my
friend and our colleague, PAUL COVER-
DELL of Georgia. While my abilities are
unequal to this task, | believe | must
try, not because my mere comments
will add the slightest glimmer of luster
to his sterling legacy but because it is
important for me and those living to
contemplate his exemplary character,
ways of working, positive spirit, cour-
age, and enthusiasm.

The one thing | want to remember
most about PAuL is that quick, gen-
uine, and, at times, child-like smile he
had. It seemed a bit whimsical, some-
times a bit tired, a bit resigned, at first
glance; but on closer observation, that
smile was always full of understanding,
compassion, and insight into the dif-
ficulties we face. PAUL’s smile was
never silly or false but frequent, wise,
encompassing, and in empathy and
comprehension for our frailties, com-
pletely knowing our weaknesses and
encapsulating the precariousness of our
human and political condition. Yes, it
was fresh and child-like and frequently
given; yet in that smile was great
strength. There was a kind of under-
standing there that was born of experi-
ence, study, insight, and concern.
Moreover, because it was founded on an
honest appreciation of our present con-
dition in this life, its warmth, its hu-
manity never failed to inspire.

PAuL CoVvERDELL was an honest man,
an honest broker, an honest leader.
PAuL CoVERDELL had the courage to
act on that honesty, to speak the truth
in a positive way. He always saw the
glass half full, not half empty. These
qualities have the capacity to inspire,
and they have never failed to inspire
me. When | was frustrated, doubtful,
and concerned, | always looked for a
chance to speak with PAuL. On occa-
sion, if he sensed | was troubled, he
would seek me out. After those con-
versations | always felt encouraged.

As | think on it today, he was a
greater encourager for me and for oth-
ers than | realized at the time. His
friendship, insight, and advice were in-
valuable for my start in the Senate
three years ago. | will deeply miss him.

On the day following his death, |
spoke on this floor and said, that |
knew we rightly should celebrate his
life and not mourn, but | was not able
to celebrate at that time because of the
hurt of his loss. | am better now, but
his death has struck me and others in
this body hard.

Still, PAuUL CovERDELL’s life is, in-
deed, to be celebrated. He loved his
country. He understood its greatness
and uniqueness and deeply loved it. He
loved the Senate. His tireless work on
matters great and small was abundant
evidence of that fact. PAUL enjoyed the
debate, and helping develop strategy
for the leadership, but his ultimate
goal was always towards improving his
country. That was the constant goal of
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his service. He loved the Members of
the Senate—all of them—even those
with whom he disagreed and he was
loved in return.

PAuL COoVERDELL was a very effective
Senator. He followed through on his as-
signments. He passed legislation and he
helped many others pass important leg-
islation. In that small frame, he had,
as PHIL GRAMM said, the heart of a
lion. PAUL was a man of great principle
and it was a rich and deeply understood
the American tradition to which he ad-
hered with vigor. PAuL was knowledg-
able. He knew a lot of about a lot of
things. Experiences like the Peace
Corps had taught him much. That
knowledge made him wise and helpful
to all of us in this body.

PAuL, though not at all naive, was
certainly optimistic. Even if he knew
something bad was about to happen, he
looked beyond that bad event and saw
possibilities in the future for an even
greater good. That was always the case
with him. | remember numerous occa-
sions in which he saw beyond tem-
porary setbacks and could visualize a
positive future. His optimism helped
shape the agenda of the Republican
Conference. It was always his method
to focus on our successes, and not on
the frustrations. Once one listened fair-
ly to his arguments, one could have no
choice but to become optimistic also.

Certainly this Senate has lost a
giant. He held a position of great lead-
ership, was projected to continue to
rise in leadership and was a tireless
supporter of all Members of this body.

My sympathies, and those of my wife,
Mary, are extended to Nancy, to his
mother and to other members of the
family. They have suffered the greatest
loss. The scripture says our time on
this Earth is but as a vapor. Indeed,
James 4:13 puts us in our place. It says:

Come now, you who say, ‘““Today or tomor-
row we will go to such and such town and
spend a year there and get gain,” whereas
you do not know about tomorrow. What is
your life? For you are but a mist that ap-
pears for a little time and then vanishes. In-
stead, you should say, If the Lord wills, we
shall live and do this or that, and it is your
boast in your arrogance.

That was not PAUL. He was not a per-
son of arrogance. More than any other
person in this body that I can know, he
was a man of unassuming personality,
a man of genuine humility, a person
utterly without pretension. | think he
showed us a lot.

I don’t know any 150-year-old people.
All of us must expect to die. Our chal-
lenge is to keep the faith, to maintain
our ideals, to adhere to great principles
and to live with enthusiasm. PAuL
COVERDELL was a good man and he set
a good example for all of us. His death
should call us all to intensify our own
efforts to fill the void he leaves so that
we may serve our country with effec-
tiveness and strengthen the qualities
that make up this great Senate.

I pray God will give us the ability to
meet the challenge that are before us,
that he will comfort those who are
mourning, and that we can continue to
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maintain the ideals that PAuL shared
with us for a great and vigorous and ef-
fective America.

I yield the floor.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
come to the floor this morning, fol-
lowing my distinguished colleague and
good friend from Alabama, feeling the
same inadequacy to express my
thoughts and feelings about the life of
someone for whom | had a tremendous
amount of respect. As PHIL GRAMM SO
aptly put it in his eulogy on Saturday,
if you knew PAuL COVERDELL, he was
your friend. PAUL was a friend.

I guess in the last week from reading
and listening and talking to people
about PAUL, it is incredible that in this
city someone could be so universally
understood by everyone. All of us are
individuals. We are very complex.

Some often say in Washington that
politicians have many facets and many
faces. PAUL was PAUL. He was like that
to me. He was like it to JEFF. He was
like it to the Presiding Officer. He was
like it to everyone here. Everyone who
has gotten up and talked about PAUL
said the same thing in the final anal-
ysis. They talked about his decency,
his good nature, his peacemaking, his
optimism, his energy, and his enthu-
siasm.

I understand we are going to compile
all of the things that have been said
about PAauL. The remarkable thing is
the sameness of what everyone says
about PAuUL. It is a remarkable quality
in and of itself—that PAuL was always
PAuL. He was always himself. He was
never trying to be something for every-
one to meet their expectation. He was
who he was, as genuine and as pure as
you can possibly be. That is a tremen-
dous gift that he had.

It is so resoundingly amplified by the
comments of our colleagues whose eu-
logies and comments have been out of
the same embryo. That may be one of
the great legacies and lessons of PAUL
CoVERDELL and his life.

There are a few people who | want to
thank. First, 1 thank Nancy and his
mother for the dedication that they
gave to PAuL in allowing him to pro-
vide his service.

He spent an incredible amount of
time working issues, long days and
long nights away from Nancy while she
was in Georgia. She made a tremen-
dous sacrifice for him and for his ca-
reer in the Senate. Obviously, the im-
pact she had on PAuL’s life was pro-
found and obviously positive. The same
could be said for his mother. I cannot
imagine a mother being more proud of
a son than PAuL’s mother was of him
and the contribution he made to Geor-
gia, to the Senate, to this country.

I thank the people of Georgia for
sending the Senate PAuL COVERDELL.
He had some tough races but Georgia
stood behind him, supported him, and
elected a Republican Senator, twice,
from the State of Georgia. Georgia
should be very proud of that choice.

Finally, I thank God for sending
PAuL, a truly extraordinary person.
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When | found out on Tuesday PAUL
very well may not make it, | was sit-
ting in the back talking to Senator
GORTON. | was talking about what a
tragic loss it would be should PAuUL die.
I looked around at the desks, | looked
at SLADE, and | said: | don’t know
where PAUL’s desk is. He never sat at
his desk. He was always running all
over the place—down in the well, back
in the Cloakroom, running from place
to place. He was never at his desk. |
thought to myself, where did he sit?

What a fitting analysis of the role
that PAauL CoVERDELL played in this
place. He was everywhere, doing every-
thing, never sitting back at his desk
worried about himself or what he
would say or do but running around
making things happen, back in the
Cloakroom with that Styrofoam Waffle
House coffee cup. | don’t know where
he got all those Styrofoam Waffle
House cups, but he had one in his hand
all the time. There would be two or
three placed throughout the Cloak-
room by the end of the day. Everyone
knew where PauL had been. He was
just working all the time, putting
every ounce of his energy—and it was
an incredible amount of energy—into
his work in the Senate.

I was at the funeral on Saturday.
Many things were said about PAuL
moving on from one life to the next. It
reminded me of a quote from a funeral
| attended earlier this year for Gov-
ernor Casey in Scranton, PA. The
quote on the back of the book we re-
ceived when we came into the church
could not help but remind me of PAUL:
“Death is not extinguishing the light.
It is putting out the lamp because the
dawn has come.”

PAuL’s light here in the Senate
burned so bright. He illuminated every
conversation. Every room he walked
into with his energy, with his positive
attitude, with his optimism. That light
will be missed. Lights that seem to
burn the brightest are doomed not to
burn the longest. If we are measuring
the wattage or the illumination that
has been cast on this Earth, no one
cast more light in 61 years than PAuL
ever did. It is a comfort to know that
the dawn for PAUL has come and that
he is experiencing a brighter light than
we all know right now. It is a comfort
to know he is experiencing that light
and is in heaven.

As a Catholic, | believe in interces-
sory prayer. Those in heaven can pray
to God to help those on Earth. | know
PAuL is praying for us. | ask for your
prayers, PauL, for all of us here, be-
cause we will miss you.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, | rise
today to pay tribute to a noble South-
ern gentleman, Senator PAuUL COVER-
DELL. All of us in the Senate were sad-
dened by the sudden loss of such a fine
man, and we will sorely miss him. As a
relative newcomer to the Senate, |
have spent a great deal of my time on
the Senate floor observing my col-
leagues. You can tell a lot about a per-
son by his demeanor, and I first grew to
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like PAUL COVERDELL simply by watch-
ing him. He wore a cloak of peaceful-
ness around him and he radiated kind-
ness. It was rare to see him without a
smile.

When | began working with him on
the ““Small Watershed Dams Rehabili-
tation’ bill, | realized that my first
impressions of him had been accurate.
He was, indeed, kind and friendly. It
was a pleasure to work with him in a
bipartisan manner on an issue that is
vital to both of our states. As is obvi-
ous by his rise within the leadership of
the Republican Party, he was ex-
tremely loyal to his Party. But he
never let partisanship interfere with
his relationships in the Senate. In
short, he was a statesman in every
sense of the word.

To his wife, Nancy, and the rest of
his family, | extend my sincere condo-
lences. Public life is not an easy one,
and our country’s greatest leaders can
be identified by the support system
that is their family. Thank you,
Nancy, for sharing PAUL with the rest
of us.

Mr. ALLARD. Mr. President, as we
today welcome Senator COVERDELL’S
successor, | wanted to talk about the
man whose shoes he must fill.

Last week the Atlanta Journal Con-
stitution’s tribute article to our late
friend PAuL CoVvERDELL included the
following story. Once, at a county fair
on a hot summer day, someone asked
PAuL why he was wearing a coat and
tie in such a casual setting. PAUL re-
plied that he had noticed that in an
emergency, when people are trying to
figure out what to do, they always go
to the guy with the tie on.

Well, tie or not, Senator COVERDELL
was a guy whom we always went to.

I, like many of us on both sides of the
aisle, considered him a friend. His hand
and arm gestures will always be re-
membered as ‘‘get up and go’’ signs. |
had the privilege of lunching with
PAuUL nearly every Wednesday for the
last several years and his presence
there was a treat.

He was a hard worker. He knew
where he wanted to go. And he was
willing to help those with whom he
teamed on issues—issues that were in-
variably important and meaningful. |
checked last night, and there are 103
pieces of legislation listed as sponsored
by Senator COVERDELL.

Now, PAuL did work on parochial leg-
islation for his state, and he had his
share of technical bills, but he also au-
thored many significant and far-reach-
ing national provisions. He worked for
the country as well as Georgia, and
strove to improve the education, the
safety, and the prospects of our chil-
dren specifically and our citizenry gen-
erally.

He had an IRS reform bill, the Safe
and Affordable Schools Act, Education
IRA’s, anti-drug legislation and
then there are the countless hours
spent working on bills for his col-
leagues and conference. Even his com-
memorative bills were significant—
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Reagan Washington National Airport
for example, a bill | jumped to co-spon-
sor.

He had 30 productive years of service
to his country—army postings in Asia,
Georgia State Senate, Peace Corps Di-
rector, and an invaluable Member of
the United States Senate. | was proud
to be his friend and colleague. | will
miss my friend from Georgia.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the
article from the Atlanta Journal Con-
stitution.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Atlanta Journal-Constitution,
July 19, 2000]

HE WAS A GREAT, GREAT MAN

COLLEAGUES RECALL GEORGIAN AS HARD
WORKER

(By Alan Judd)

Once, when he was chairman of the state
Republican Party, Paul Coverdell spent a hot
Saturday at a county fair in North Georgia.
As always, he was spreading the Republican
word. And as usual, despite the casual set-
ting, he was dressed in coat and tie.

Lee Raudonis, a longtime aide, recalls that
when he asked why, Coverdell responded:
“Well, I’'ve noticed that if there’s ever any
kind of emergency and people are trying to
figure out what to do, they always go to the
guy with the tie on.”

For three decades, as a Georgia lawmaker,
state party leader, Peace Corps director and
U.S. senator, Paul Coverdell was the man
people went to.

As word of his death spread Tuesday, many
of those who counted on Coverdell said they
couldn’t fathom a world in which they
couldn’t turn to him.

“Unbelievable,” said state Rep. Bob Irvin
of Atlanta, the Georgia House minority lead-
er, a friend of Coverdell’s since they met at
a campaign rally on July 4, 1968. ‘‘He was my
oldest and best friend in politics.”

“We shall miss him as we would miss our
own son,” former President George Bush,
one of Coverdell’s closest friends, said in a
statement. ““We loved him dearly.”

Coverdell’s death at age 61 came as he
reached the pinnacle of a life in politics. Al-
though less than two years into his second
six-year term, he was the fifth-highest Re-
publican in the Senate’s power structure.
And he was the Senate liaison for the pre-
sumptive Republican presidential nominee,
Texas Gov. George W. Bush.

It was a heady time for Paul Douglas
Coverdell, an insurance agent turned politi-
cian who moved to Atlanta as a teenager in
the early 1950s from his native Des Moines,
lowa.

After graduating from Northside High
School, he attended the University of Mis-
souri, where he received a bachelor’s degree
in journalism. He spent two years in the
Army before returning to Atlanta to take
over his family’s insurance business. Soon,
his interests turned to politics.

In 1970, he was elected to the state Senate
from a north Atlanta district. At the time,
Republican legislators were rare, so Cover-
dell formed alliances with like-minded
Democrats. By the late 1970s, then-Lt. Gov.
Zell Miller had appointed Coverdell to chair
the Senate Retirement Committee—a first,
said a former Senate colleague, Pierre How-
ard.

‘““He was one of the hardest-working, most
disciplined, most incisive public servants
I’'ve ever known,”” said Howard, who later be-
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came lieutenant governor. “There was no-
body who surpassed his work ethic and his
ethics and his devotion to what he was
doing. You might not agree with him on an
issue here or there, but you always knew
that he was sincere and that he was well-in-
formed and that he was going to work hard
to achieve the objective that he had.”

Since the mid-1970s, his objective was to
make the GOP credible and viable in what
had long been virtually a one-party state.

““He really never, ever let go of this stuff,”
said Rep. John Linder (R-Ga.). “If there was
an evening when he was free from 9 to 12,
he’d pace around his driveway and think
about what would be next.”

Coverdell and other Republicans—Mack
Mattingly, a future U.S. senator, and future
House Speaker Newt Gingrich, among them
—met regularly at St. Simons Island to es-
tablish long-range goals for the party.

“That group actually worked to develop
what in many ways became the modern Re-
publican Party in Georgia,” Gingrich said
Tuesday night from California. ““We’ve been
a very close team for the last 26 years.”

Although a staunch Republican, Coverdell
eschewed partisanship. It was a quality that
served him well, Gingrich said.

“Paul had several strengths that combined
in an unusual way,” Gingrich said. ‘““He was
very intelligent. He had a great deal of cour-
age. He was willing to take responsibility.
He would work very, very hard. And he al-
ways kept his word. That gave you somebody
you could count on and work with in a very
remarkable way.”

Beginning in 1978, Coverdell formed a close
friendship with another politician, a rela-
tionship that would help propel him to a
higher political level.

While vacationing with his wife, Nancy, in
Kennebunkport, Maine, Coverdell opened the
local telephone book to look up one of the
town’s best-known residents: George Bush,
the former U.S. ambassador to China and the
United Nations. He knocked on Bush’s door,
and the pair quickly became friends.

When Bush ran for president two years
later, Coverdell was one of his earliest sup-
porters, serving as his finance chairman in
Georgia. Bush lost the Republican nomina-
tion to Ronald Reagan. But as vice presi-
dent, he remained close to Coverdell. The
two men were ‘‘not only great political al-
lies, but very close friends,”” said Jean Beck-
er, a spokeswoman for Bush. The Coverdells
were frequent guests at the Bush home in
Kennebunkport, Becker said. Just last
month, they attended Barbara Bush’s 75th
birthday party there.

When Bush became president in 1989—inau-
gurated on Coverdell’s 50th birthday—one of
his first acts was to appoint Coverdell direc-
tor of the Peace Corps. In that job, Coverdell
was such a workaholic, Raudonis said, that
when once asked to list his hobbies, all he
could come up with was ‘“‘dining out.”

After an Asian tour, Raudonis said, Cover-
dell proudly pointed out that he had never
checked into a hotel. Instead, if he slept at
all, it was on planes between destinations.

“Paul was the type who’s constantly on
the go,” said Raudonis, who worked for
Coverdell for 10 years in Georgia and Wash-
ington. ““The idea of having to take 12 hours
off to go to a hotel, he couldn’t figure out
why anybody would do that.”

After three years, Coverdell left the Peace
Corps in 1992 to seek what friends say he had
long wanted: a U.S. Senate seat.

In a close race, he unseated Democrat
Wyche Fowler. He was re-elected in 1998.

Although he ascended to a leadership posi-
tion in the Senate and maintained a remark-
ably full schedule, Coverdell had found time
in recent years to relax a bit, friends say. He
developed a passion for gardening, and his re-
cent Christmas cards included a picture of
his flowers.
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“My greatest regret for him is that he
didn’t have the time that he deserved to
enjoy himself more,”” Howard said. ‘I feel a
real sense of loss. He was a great, great
man.”’

Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, | rise
today to join with my colleagues in
mourning the loss of Senator PAuUL
COVERDELL of Georgia.

He was a man that | respected and
admired. All of us here in the Senate
feel his absence acutely. Paul CoOVER-
DELL was a fixture in the Senate. | can-
not recall how often | have sat at my
desk and, looking up at C-SPAN, saw
him there leading his party on one dif-
ficult issue after another. He did so
honorably, tenaciously, and modestly.
And, of course, he did so effectively.

| feel a real void in the Senate Cham-
ber without his presence and feel a
sense of surprise when | look up and
see someone other than Senator COVER-
DELL at the Republican floor manager’s
desk.

PAuL CoVvERDELL touched many lives.
I am privileged to have known him and
count myself lucky to have served in
the Senate with him. He was a unique
and truly special person, taken from us
too young and so suddenly.

I send to his family, his friends, and
his staff my deepest condolences. He
was a good man who will be sorely
missed. But he will also be remembered
by us all, and his spirit will never leave
us.
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, | join
my colleagues in expressing the grief
felt by us all at the passing of Senator
PAUL COVERDELL.

As a fellow Southerner, | can tell you
that PAuL epitomized all that is good
and noble about the South. He was
principled, but always looked for work-
able solutions to problems. He was a
determined advocate, but always added
an air of civility to this chamber. He
was a Republican through and through,
but always sought out ways to work
with the other side of the chamber.

My friend, the Senior Senator from
New York, called Senator COVERDELL a
man of peace. | think that sums up his
contribution to this world very elo-
quently.

His work, as director of the Peace
Corps during a time of world transi-
tion, was extremely important. He
brought the Peace Corps the nations of
the Warsaw Pact and the former Soviet
Union. This single decision may har-
vest benefits to this nation that we
will enjoy for many generations.

Had Senator CoVERDELL’s life work
ended there, he would have accom-
plished much for which he and the na-
tion could be proud. However, fortu-
nately for the people of Georgia, he
continued his life in public service.

When | came to the Senate in 1997,
one of the first bills that | worked on
as a Democratic sponsor was with PAUL
CoVvERDELL. | will always remember the
warm reception that he gave me, and
the encouragement to go forward with
the Coverdell-Landrieu Protecting the
Rights of Property Owners Act.

Since | had just finished a bruising
campaign it was such a pleasure to be
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welcomed in such a warm and bipar-
tisan manner from this southern gen-
tleman.

Senator COVERDELL was also an early
and ardent supporter of the Conserva-
tion and Reinvestment Act. As many
in this Chamber well know, | have pes-
tered and cajoled my colleagues on
CARA for 2% years. PAUL must have
seen it coming and was one of the first
to sign on.

For his leadership on this, | owe him
a debt of gratitude | cannot repay.

Senator CoVERDELL shall be missed,
in this chamber, by the people of Lou-
isiana, and by people throughout the
country. My deepest condolences to his
family.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—S. 1796

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
have a unanimous consent request for
the leader.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that it be in order for the major-
ity leader, after consultation with the
minority leader, to proceed to the con-
sideration of Calendar No. 460, S. 1796,
under the following limitations: 2
hours for debate equally divided be-
tween the chairman and ranking mem-
bers, or their designees.

I further ask unanimous consent that
the only amendment in order be a
Mack, Lautenberg, Leahy, and Fein-
stein substitute amendment No. 4021.

Finally, | ask unanimous consent
that following the use or yielding back
of time, and the disposition of the
above-listed amendment, the bill be
read the third time, and the Senate
proceed to a vote on passage of the bill
as amended, if amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am
pleased that we have reached a time
agreement to take up and consider
S.1796, the Justice for Victims of Ter-
rorism Act. However, it is regrettable
that we could not pass this important
legislation by unanimous consent this
week, as | had hoped.

The Justice for Victims of Terrorism
Act addresses an issue that should
deeply concern all of us: the enforce-
ment of court-ordered judgments that
compensate the victims of state-spon-
sored terrorism. This legislation has
the strong support of American fami-
lies who have lost loved ones due to the
callous indifference to life of inter-
national terrorist organizations and
their client states, and it deserves our
support as well.

One such family is the family of
Alisa Flatow, an American student
Killed in Gaza in a 1995 bus bombing.
The Flatow family obtained a $247 mil-
lion judgment in Federal court against
the Iranian-sponsored Islamic Jihad,
which proudly claimed responsibility
for the bombing that took her life. But
the family has been unable to enforce
this judgment because lranian assets in
the United States remain frozen.
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This bill would provide an avenue for
the Flatow family and others in their
position to recover the damages due
them under American law. It would
permit successful plaintiffs to attach
certain foreign assets to satisfy judg-
ments against foreign states for per-
sonal injury or death caused by an act
of torture, extrajudicial Kkilling, air-
craft sabotage, hostage taking, or the
provision of material support or re-
sources for such an act. Meanwhile, it
allows the President to waive the bill’s
provisions if that is necessary for the
national security interest.

Some have raised concerns that the
legislation could cause the United
States to violate its treaty obligations
to protect the diplomatic property of
other nations, and thus provoke retal-
iation against our diplomatic property
in other nations. | believe that this bill
can and should be construed as being
consistent with our international obli-
gations, and | trust the State Depart-
ment to ensure that it does not com-
promise the integrity of our diplomatic
property abroad. | want to commend
Senator BIDEN for working with the
sponsors and the State Department to
help fashion the changes to S.1796 that
help accomplish that goal.

I am also pleased that the time
agreement will allow the Senate to
consider a Mack-Lautenberg-Leahy-
Feinstein amendment dealing with sup-
port for victims of international ter-
rorism. This amendment will enable
the Office for Victims of Crime to pro-
vide more immediate and effective as-
sistance to Americans who are victims
of terrorism abroad—Americans like
those killed or injured in the embassy
bombings in Kenya and Tanzania, and
in the Pan Am 103 bombing over
Lockerbie, Scotland. These victims de-
serve help, but according to OVC, exist-
ing programs are failing to meet their
needs. Working with OVC, we have
crafted legislation to correct this prob-
lem.

Our amendment will permit the Of-
fice for Victims of Crime to serve these
victims better by expanding the types
of assistance for which the VOCA emer-
gency reserve fund may be used, and
the range of organizations to which
such funds may be provided. These
changes will not require new or appro-
priated funds: They simply allow OVC
greater flexibility in using existing re-
serve funds to assist victims of ter-
rorism abroad, including the victims of
the Lockerbie and embassy bombings.

Our amendment will also authorize
OVC to raise the cap on the VOCA
emergency reserve fund from $50 mil-
lion to $100 million, so that the fund is
large enough to cover the extraor-
dinary costs that would be incurred if a
terrorist act caused massive casualties,
and to replenish the reserve fund with
unobligated funds from its other grant
programs.

At the same time, the amendment
will simplify the presently-authorized
system of using VOCA funds to provide



S7730

victim compensation to American vic-
tims of terrorism abroad, by permit-
ting OVC to establish and operate an
international crime victim compensa-
tion program. This program will, in ad-
dition, cover foreign nationals who are
employees of any American govern-
ment institution targeted for terrorist
attack. The source of funding is the
VOCA emergency reserve fund, which
we authorized in an amendment | of-
fered to the 1996 Antiterrorism and Ef-
fective Death Penalty Act.

Finally, our amendment clarifies
that deposits into the Crime Victims
Fund remain available for intended
uses under VOCA when not expended
immediately. This should quell con-
cerns raised regarding the effect of
spending caps included in appropria-
tions bills last year and this. | under-
stand the appropriations’ actions to
have deferred spending but not to have
removed deposits from the Fund. This
provision makes that explicit.

I want to thank Senator FEINSTEIN
for her support and assistance on this
initiative. Senator FEINSTEIN cares
deeply about the rights of victims, and
I am pleased that we could work to-
gether on some practical, pragmatic
improvements to our federal crime vic-
tims’ laws. We would have liked to do
more. In particular, we would have
liked to allow OVC to deliver timely
and critically needed emergency assist-
ance to all victims of terrorism and
mass violence occurring outside the
United States and targeted at the
United States or United States nation-
als.

Unfortunately, to achieve bipartisan
consensus on our amendment, we were
compelled to restrict OVC’s authority,
so that it may provide emergency as-
sistance only to United States nation-
als and employees. It seems more than
a little bizarre to me that the richest
country in the world would reserve
emergency aid for victims of terrorism
who can produce a passport or W-2. |
will continue to work with OVC and
victims’ organization to remedy this
anomaly.

I regret that we have not done more
for victims this year, or during the last
few years. | have on several occasions
noted my concern that we not dissipate
the progress we could be making by fo-
cusing exclusively on efforts to amend
the Constitution. Regretfully, I must
note that the pace of victims legisla-
tion has slowed noticeably and many
opportunities for progress have been
squandered.

I am hopeful that we can make some
progress this year by passing our
amendment to S.1796, and | look for-
ward to continuing to work with the
Administration, victims groups, pros-
ecutors, judges and other interested
parties on how we can most effectively
assist victims and provide them the
greater voice and rights that they de-
serve.

| yield the floor and | suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The
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The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
Chair lays before the Senate the cer-
tificate of appointment of Senator-des-
ignate ZELL MILLER of the State of
Georgia.

Without objection, it will be placed
on file, and the certificate of appoint-
ment will be deemed to have been read.

The certificate of appointment reads
as follows:

CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT
To the President of the Senate of the United
States:

This is to certify that, pursuant to the
power vested in me by the Constitution of
the United States and the laws of the State
of Georgia, I, Roy E. Barnes, the Governor of
said State, do hereby appoint Zell Miller, a
Senator from said State to represent said
State in the Senate of the United States
until the vacancy therein, caused by the
death of Paul Coverdell, is filled by election
as provided by law.

Witness; His Excellency our Governor Roy
E. Barnes, and our seal hereto affixed at At-
lanta this 24th day of July, in the year of our
Lord 2000.

ADMINISTRATION OF OATH OF
OFFICE

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If the
Senator-designate will present himself
at the desk, the Chair will administer
the oath of office as required by the
Constitution and prescribed by law.

Please stand.

(Senators rising.)

The Senator-designate, escorted by
Senator CLELAND, advanced to the desk
of the President pro tempore; the oath
prescribed by law was administered to
him by the President pro tempore; and
he subscribed to the oath in the Offi-
cial Oath Book.

(Applause.)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. He
told me his mother was from South
Carolina. He’s bound to be all right.

WELCOME TO SENATOR ZELL
MILLER

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BROWNBACK). The majority leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, in just a
moment we will hear the maiden
speech of the new junior Senator from
Georgia. First, 1 want to say he is cer-
tainly going to have an excellent sen-
ior Senator from Georgia with whom to
work. | hope he will follow Senator
CLELAND’s admonition to ‘‘go for the
max’’ every day.

We extend our congratulations and
our hearty welcome to the new junior
Senator from Georgia, Mr. ZELL MIL-
LER. We spoke briefly, and he knows we
have heavy hearts still for our friend,

(Mr.
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Senator PAuL COVERDELL, but we ap-
preciate the way in which he has ap-
proached this position already.

He is one of our colleagues. He is a
Senator. We welcome him, and we com-
mit to him to work with him on behalf
of the people of Georgia and the United
States.

Congratulations and welcome.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Democratic leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, | join
the majority leader and my colleagues
in welcoming the newest Member of
the Senate, Senator ZELL MILLER of
Georgia.

Two things bring ZELL MILLER to the
Senate. The first is the sudden death of
our friend PAUL CoVERDELL which has
left us all very deeply saddened. The
other thing that brings ZELL MILLER to
the Senate is his own profound sense of
duty to his State and his Nation.

ZELL MILLER did not seek this job. In
fact, he did not want it. Two weeks
ago, he and his wife Shirley were living
in his hometown, a tiny speck on the
map, a place called Young Harris in the
mountains of north Georgia. They were
living in the same house his mother
built herself nearly 70 years ago with
yellow stones she hauled out of a near-
by river.

He was teaching history and politics
at Young Harris College where he
began his working life more than 40
years earlier and where his father had
taught before him. He was happier than
he could ever recall being. He had no
intention of ever holding public office
again and certainly no intention of
moving to Washington.

Then came the awful shock of Sen-
ator COVERDELL’s death. In the days
that followed, when he was asked if he
would serve out the term, ZELL MILLER
realized there was something that had
a stronger claim on his heart than that
old yellow stone house and hills sur-
rounding it; that was serving the peo-
ple of Georgia.

ZELL MILLER has spent more than 40
years doing exactly that. He began his
public life in 1958 when he ran for
mayor of his hometown. In 1960, he was
elected to the Georgia State Senate at
the age of 28. In 1974, he won his first
statewide race for Lieutenant Gov-
ernor, an office he held for 16 years. In
1990 and again in 1994, the people of
Georgia chose him to be their Gov-
ernor.

During his first term as Governor,
ZELL MILLER guided Georgia through a
serious recession without raising taxes
or cutting vital services. Throughout
his years as Governor, ZELL MILLER in-
vested heavily in all levels of Georgia’s
public education system, including
statewide prekindergarten, school
technology, and new school construc-
tion. A cornerstone of his legacy as
Georgia’s Governor is the HOPE Schol-
arship Program, which covers college
tuition for every Georgia student who
graduates high school with a B average
or better.

Years before others, he saw how tech-
nology could bring new hope and oppor-
tunities to rural communities. In his

The
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first 2 years as Governor, he estab-
lished a long-distance learning pro-
gram and a telemedicine network in
Georgia. He cut taxes for working fam-
ilies and oversaw the passage of tough-
er penalties for violent and repeat
criminals. Through it all, he remained
Georgia’s most popular Governor since
political polling began. When he left
the Governor’s office in 1999, polls
showed him with an approval rating of
about 85 percent.

One reason he was such a successful
Governor is that, like PAuL COVER-
DELL, ZELL MILLER builds bridges, not
walls; like Senator COVERDELL, he is
committed to bipartisan progress.
They are not from the same party, but
in some fundamental ways they are cut
from the same cloth.

ZELL MILLER’S success is that he has
always taken the long view. As he once
told a reporter:

I’'m enough of a history professor to know
that your real judge is not your contem-
poraries, but history.

In deciding public policy, he has said,
the most important question is not,
How will this affect my chances in the
next election? The proper question is,
What will this mean for my grand-
children?

Mr. President, | can’t think of a bet-
ter standard by which to judge our de-
cisions in this body, nor can | think of
a better person to fill the seat vacated
by our friend PAUL COVERDELL.

Senator MILLER, welcome to the Sen-
ate. We are honored to have you.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from the great State of Georgia.

SERVICE TO THE PEOPLE OF
GEORGIA

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, to the
distinguished Members of the Senate,
first let me say how much | appreciate
those very generous welcoming re-
marks.

I do not rise this morning to tell you
more about myself or to introduce my-
self to you because there will be time
enough for that later. | rise instead to
add my voice to the remarkable chorus
that has echoed forth from this floor to
the marble floors under Georgia’s Cap-
itol dome, a chorus of praise for PAUL
COVERDELL. The pain and the love that
the majority leader showed as he made
that terrible announcement on the
Senate floor touched many hearts in
Georgia. The eloquence of Senator
MOYNIHAN’s tribute still rings in our
ears. And the personal tribute from
Senator GRAMM, a native son of Geor-
gia, | found especially moving. When
he spoke of PAUL as a man with a thin
body, a squeaky voice, but the heart of
a lion, heads were nodding and eyes
were misting up from the Potomac
River to the Chattahoochee River.

Then this morning, | sat in the gal-
lery and listened to the outpouring of
love and praise you had for Senator
COVERDELL.

On behalf of the people of Georgia, |
thank you. | thank you for your words
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and your tears and your testimony to
one of Georgia’s finest sons.

You who served with PAUL knew him
well. | served with PAuUL and knew him
well also. | served with him when he
was an up-and-coming State Senator
and | was the Senate President—PAUL,
a Republican; I, a Democrat. Yet PAuL
impressed me with his ability and his
integrity and his bipartisan commit-
ment to serving the people first and
politics second that I named him as
one of the first Republican committee
chairmen since Reconstruction in our
heavily Democratic State senate.

In that job and in that State senate,
PauL flourished. He reached across
party lines to build coalitions to re-
form education, improve our schools,
and open up our government to the
people.

Later, as the Director of the Peace
Corps, PauL’s dignity and decency in-
spired countless young people to serve
their fellow man; and then his service
in this Senate, where in less than 8
years he rose to be one of the most in-
fluential, respected, and beloved Mem-
bers of this august body.

Now, when | think of PAuL COVER-
DELL, | am reminded of St. Paul’s let-
ter to Timothy. It is as if it were writ-
ten by Senator PAuL rather than St.
Paul: I have fought a good fight. | have
finished my course. | have kept the
faith.

Today it is up to us to take up that
fight, to continue that course, to keep
that faith.

You are, of course, aware of PAUL’s
tireless work here in this body on be-
half of the schoolchildren of this coun-
try. Yet his work here was just an ex-
tension of his lifelong commitment to
education. We served together as trust-
ees on the board of that tiny college,
Young Harris College, in the tiny vil-
lage that is my hometown.

PAuUL CoOVERDELL had faith in edu-
cation, and | intend to keep that faith.
In Georgia, PAUL was a leader early on
of a reform movement that believed
that sunlight was the best disinfectant.
So working together across party lines,
we opened up the Senate Chambers and
the smoke-filled rooms and gave gov-
ernment back to our people. PAUL
COVERDELL had a faith in open, honest
government, and | will keep that faith.

In the Peace Corps and in the Senate,
PAUL was convinced that as the beacon
of freedom for all the world, America
could not hide her light under a bushel.
And so he worked to keep America
strong, to keep America engaged in the
world, to ensure that she is always an
ally to be trusted and an adversary to
be feared. PAuL COVERDELL had limit-
less faith in America, and | intend to
keep that faith.

In addition to what he accomplished,
PauL will always be remembered for
how he accomplished it. He was as
committed a Republican as | am a
dedicated Democrat. Yet he was always
looking for ways to get things done
across party lines. He did so not by
abandoning his principles but by heed-
ing and listening to the proverb:

S7731

A soft answer turneth away wrath: but
grievous words stir up anger.

I am a different man from PAuUL
COVERDELL. | have rarely been accused
of giving soft answers and, in my day,
I suppose | have uttered more of my
share of grievous words that have
stirred up anger. But | also have the
commitment to getting things done for
my State and our Nation, a commit-
ment to work with anyone, regardless
of party, who shares that commitment.
PAuL CoVERDELL had a powerful faith
in bipartisan progress, and | intend to
keep that faith.

Let me repeat to this Senate the
pledge | made to my Governor and to
the people of Georgia when | accepted
this mission. | will serve no single po-
litical party but, rather, 7.5 million
Georgians, and every day | serve | will
do my best to do so in the same spirit
of dignity, integrity, and bipartisan co-
operation that were the hallmarks of
PAUL COVERDELL’s career.

Thank you.

[Applause.]

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001—MO-
TION TO PROCEED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the motion to pro-
ceed is agreed to.

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP-

MENT  APPROPRIATIONS ACT,

2001—MOTION TO PROCEED
CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will report the motion to invoke
cloture.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 688, H.R.
4733, the Energy and Water Development Ap-
propriations Act, 2001:

Trent Lott, Pete Domenici, Frank Mur-
kowski, Pat Roberts, Jesse Helms,
Larry Craig, Ted Stevens, Kit Bond,
George Voinovich, Kay Bailey
Hutchison, Chuck Grassley, Sam
Brownback, Don Nickles, Mike Crapo,
Slade Gorton and Orrin Hatch.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
call under the rule has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that debate on the motion to
proceed to H.R. 4733, an act making ap-
propriations for energy and water de-
velopment for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2001, shall be brought to
a close?

The yeas and nays are required under
the rule. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 100,
nays 0, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 229 Leg.]

YEAS—100
Abraham Feinstein McCain
Akaka Fitzgerald McConnell
Allard Frist Mikulski
Ashcroft Gorton Miller
Baucus Graham Moynihan
Bayh Gramm Murkowski
Bennett Grams Murray
Biden Grassley Nickles
Bingaman Gregg Reed
Bond Hagel Reid
Boxer Harkin Robb
Breaux Hatch Roberts
Brownback Helms Rockefeller
Bryan Hollings Roth
Bunning Hutchinson Santorum
Burns Hutchison Sarbanes
Byrd Inhofe Schumer
Campbell Inouye Sessions
Chafee, L. Jeffords Shelby
Cleland Johnson Smith (NH)
Cochran Kennedy Smith (OR)
Collins Kerrey Snowe
Conrad Kerry Specter
Craig Kohl Stevens
Crapo Kyl Thomas
Daschle Landrieu Thompson
DeWine Lautenberg Thurmond
Dodd Leahy Torricelli
Domenici Levin Voinovich
Dorgan Lieberman Warner
Durbin Lincoln Wellstone
Edwards Lott Wyden
Enzi Lugar
Feingold Mack

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three-
fifths of the Senators duly chosen and
sworn having voted in the affirmative,
the motion is agreed to.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATIONS ACT, 2001—CON-
FERENCE REPORT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the conference report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The committee on conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill, (H.R.
4576), have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses this re-
port, signed by a majority of the conferees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to
the consideration of the conference re-
port.

(The conference report is printed in
the House proceedings of the RECORD of
July 17, 2000.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FiTz-
GERALD). The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, 1 will just
take a minute. | want to make a par-
liamentary inquiry here.

It is my understanding under the
agreement there is about an hour and a
half that has been set aside to speak on
the conference report on the Defense
appropriations bill; is that right? Ap-
proximately that much time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous agreement, there are 60
minutes for Senator McCAIN from Ari-
zona, 20 minutes for Senator BYRD, 15
minutes for Senator GRAMM of Texas,
and 6 minutes equally divided between
Senators INOUYE and STEVENS, by pre-
vious agreement.

Mr. REID. | ask unanimous consent
when that time is used, if those Sen-
ators have used it, the Senator from
Wisconsin be allowed to speak for 15
minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Who vyields time? The Senator from
Arizona.

Mr. MCcCAIN. Mr. President, | rise
once again to address the issue of pork-
barrel spending in an appropriations
bill, in this case the defense appropria-
tions conference report. This bill will
pass by an overwhelming margin and
with minimal debate. It will occasion
the release of innumerable press state-
ments attesting to our individual suc-
cesses in bringing home the bacon.

As we worship at the altar of pork-
barrel spending, let’s reflect a bit on
the merits of our activities with re-
spect to the practice of adding
unrequested programs to the defense
budget for parochial reasons. When the
defense  appropriations  bill first
emerged from committee, some of us
found interesting the inclusion of lan-
guage urging the Secretary of Defense
to ‘“‘take steps to increase the Depart-
ment’s use of cranberry products.

. .7 What I referred to at the time as
‘““the cranberry incident,”” Mr. Presi-
dent, in retrospect represented the
high point of the process by which this
conference report was assembled.

There are over $7 Dbillion in
unrequested member-adds in this bill—
over $7 billion. That does not just rep-
resent a continuation of business as
usual pork-barrel spending; it rep-
resents an egregious expansion of a
practice that drains vital resources
from a military that has witnessed a
multitude of readiness problems while
deploying at record-high levels. As we
struggle with answers to such problems
as how to modernize tactical aviation,
maintain a fleet of sufficient size and
capability to execute its mission, and
fund ongoing and unforeseen contin-
gencies, it is less than reassuring to
read through the defense spending bill
and see $1.8 million earmarked for de-
velopment of a handheld holographic
radar gun, although Trekkies across
the nation will no doubt be pleased by
this project.

It is tiresome to scan these bills
every year and see the annual member-
adds of millions of dollars for spectral
hole burning applications and for free
electron lasers. And it is particularly
tiresome, right after passing an emer-
gency supplemental appropriations bill
that included an executive jet for the
commandant of the Coast Guard, to see
in this bill a $60 million earmark for a
new 737 for CINCPAC—an important
command but $60 million for an air-
craft that was neither requested nor re-
quired constitutes just one of many
questionable additions to this bill.

We have finally reversed 15 years in
declines in defense spending, but for
what purpose. To transfer $10 million
to the Department of Transportation
to realign railroad tracks in Alaska?
To transfer $5 million to the National
Park Service for repair improvements
at Fort Baker in northern California?
To transfer another $5 million to the
Chicago Public Schools to convert a
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former National Guard Armory? Was
our objective in increasing defense
spending to allow us to more freely
earmark funding for such endeavors as
the $500,000 for Florida Memorial Col-
lege for funding minority aviation
training; $21 million for the Civil Air
Patrol; to continue to fund a weather
reconnaissance squadron in Mississippi
that the Air Force has been trying to
get rid off for more years than | can re-
member? There is over $4 million in
this bill for the Angel Gate Academy.
There is the now annual allocation to
preserve Civil War-era vessels at the
bottom of Lake Champlain, this year
in the amount of $15 million. There is
$2 million for the Bosque Redondo Me-
morial in New Mexico and the usual $3
million for hyperspectral research.

If a project is so worthy of Defense
Department support, why doesn’t it
ever show up in a budget request? Why
do we need to add money every single
year for the National Automotive Cen-
ter and its prize off-shoot, the Smart
Truck Initiative. With another $3.5
million in the fiscal year 2001 defense
bill for Smart Truck, I'm beginning to
wonder if the intellect of this truck
will be such that it will not only be ca-
pable of heating up a burrito, but will
also perform advanced calculus while
quoting Kierkegaard. When | look
through this bill, | begin to lose sight
of its fundamental purpose. The dis-
tinction between the defense bill and
the Health and Human Services bill
gets lost when you see $8.5 million for
the Gallo Center for Alcoholism Re-
search, $4 million for the Gallo Cancer
Center—see a pattern emerging?—an-
other $1.5 million for nutrition re-
search, $1.5 million for chronic fatigue
syndrome research, and, of course, $1
million for the Cancer Center of Excel-
lence—this latter add a reminder that
if you call something a ‘“‘center of ex-
cellence’”” you are assured of being a
beneficiary of Congress’s largess.

Mr. President, I do not take issue
with research into important health
problems affecting millions of Ameri-
cans. But the abuse of the defense
budget grows every year. It has long
been used as a cash-cow for pet
projects, but did that have to extend to
the allocation of millions of dollars for
programs of such exceedingly low pri-
ority that they don’t even show up on
already politicized unfunded priority
lists?

Astronomical Active Optics, Mr.
President, were deemed worthy of over
$3 million in defense funds, as was coal
based advanced thermally stable jet
fuel. Fifteen million dollars for the
Maui Space Surveillance System, an-
other annual add, $5 million for the Ha-
waii Federal Health Care Network, $8
million for the Pacific Island Health
Care Referral Program, $1 million for
the Alaska Federal Health Care Net-
work, $1.5 million for AlaskAlert, $7
million for MILES 2000 equipment at
Fort Wainwright, Alaska, $7.5 million
for a C-130 simulator for the Alaska
National Guard, the annual $10 million
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for utilidor repairs at Eielson Air
Force Base and Fort Wainwright, Alas-
ka, and $21 million for an unmanned
threat emitter system for Eielson, and
$7 million to sustain operations at
Adak Naval Air Station, an installa-
tion of apparently marginal utility or
the Navy would include it in its fund-
ing request. Re-use of Fort Greely,
Alaska, receives $7 million for airfield
improvement. One of my favorites,
$300,000 for the Circum-Pacific Council
for the Crowding the Rim Summit Ini-
tiative, represents a new addition to
this list.

The inclusion of so-called ‘“Buy
American’ provisions continue to
waste billions of dollars every year.
These out-dated protectionist policies
serve neither U.S. nor allied interests.
It goes against the basic logical policy
of getting the best product for the best
price for the men and women who wear
our nation’s uniform. Additionally,
these provisions, for example, the re-
quirement to purchase only propellers
manufactured in the United States,
were added in conference—a practice
with which | take strong exception and
will discuss further in a minute.

| have repeatedly addressed the grow-
ing perversion of the process by which
budget requests and service Unfunded
Priority Lists are put together. It has
been clear for several years now that
the services are under considerable po-
litical pressure from Capitol Hill to in-
clude in their budget requests or, at a
minimum, on the Unfunded Priority
Lists, unnecessary and unwanted
items. Funding for the ubiquitous LHD
amphibious assault ship for Mississippi
is the classic example of this phe-
nomenon. Indeed, the Defense Depart-
ment and the Navy’s rejection in the
past of proposals to incrementally fund
ships has given way to unrelenting
pressure from members of Congress to
so fund the LHD. Similarly, C-130s and
passenger jets are routinely added to
the UFR lists solely as a result of po-
litical pressure. In effect, then, my ef-
forts at highlighting pork-barrel spend-
ing have resulted to some degree in the
problem being pushed underground.
That’s called progress in Congress. It’s
called deception everywhere else.

The fiscal year 2001 defense appro-
priations conference report takes the
problem a major step further. The in-
tegrity of the budget process is under a
new and devastating assault by the Ap-
propriations Committee. There is in
this conference report language speci-
fying the very weapon systems the
committee expects to see included in
future budget submissions. It is a long
list prefaced with the warning that
““the conferees expect the component
commanders to give priority consider-
ation to the following items ... ,”
which it then goes on to detail.

Finally, | would like to address the
equally fascinating tendency of the Ap-
propriations Committees to arrive at
final budget numbers that exceed what
was in either House or Senate bill. It is
my understanding that conference is a
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process whereby differences between
respective bills are the subject of nego-
tiations resulting in agreements that
either match one of the two numbers in
question or find a compromise in be-
tween. | find it interesting, therefore,
that this conference report has 166 in-
stances of final numbers exceeding
those that were in either bill. In many
instances, funding was added in con-
ference for which none was included in
either chamber’s bill. For example, $17
million was added in conference for a
capital purchase plan for Pearl Harbor,
and $10 million materialized for modi-
fications to M113 armored personnel
carriers. There is $10 million in the
conference report which was in neither
bill to continue the artificial issue of
test firing Starstreak missiles, and $1
million for natural gas microturbines.
In this bill vital for our national de-
fense is $1.7 million for the South Flor-
ida Ocean Management Center and $1
million for Community Hospital Tele-
health Competition. And, of course, the
$60 million for CINCPAC’s new 737 was
added in conference. For none of these
programs, totaling over $200 million,
was funding included in either the
House or the Senate bill.

The total dollar amount for the en-
tire category of conference items for
which no funding was included in ei-
ther chamber’s bill or for which the
final number exceeds what was in ei-
ther bill is over $2 billion. Two billion
dollars, Mr. President, in unrequested,
unnecessary items that emerged mirac-
ulously in conference. I’ve heard of the
fog of war resulting in horrendous cas-
ualties, but I’'m perplexed by this fog of
negotiating that results in horrendous
budgets.

Sadly, Mr. President, | could go on
for another hour. | think, however,
that | have made my point. The $7 mil-
lion in the defense bill for the
Magdalena Ridge Observatory in New
Mexico, combined with the aforemen-
tioned adds for Astronomical Active
Optics and the Maui Space Surveil-
lance System leads me to ponder the
universe of pork-barrel spending at a
higher philosophical plane than in the
past. We are adding millions of dollars
every year to the defense bill so that
we may better scan the heavens, per-
haps as part of an ultimately futile ef-
fort to better understand our place in
the cosmos. Only by applying such
logic to the process of reviewing spend-
ing bills upon which we vote, however,
can | hope to understand the phe-
nomenon by which we regularly send
billions of dollars down a black hole.
At the end of the day, | guess Ein-
stein’s theory of relativity, as well as
Newtonian laws of gravity, are at the
center of the budget process. The prac-
tice of pork-barrel spending has been
out of control for years; only now can
we take it to a cosmic level never be-
fore contemplated.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the list to which | referred be
printed in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE CONFERENCE REPORT FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2001 OUT OF SCOPE ITEMS (THOUSANDS)

Program Budget House Senate fecrggce
Defense Acquisition Univer-
111 R $100,331 $100,331 $100,331 $102,331
Defense Finance & Account-
ing SErvice ... 1,416 1,416 1,416 2,416
Army National Guard Infor-
mation Mgt. .......ooooovvvveees 20115 25115 20115 27315
UH-60 Blackhawk Helicopter 64,651 183371 120,451 189,601
TH-47 Kiowa Warrior Heli-
(0101111 OO 0 1,800 0 24,000
M113 Armored Personnel
Carrier Upgrades ............ 0 0 0 10,000
Special Purpose Vehicles ..... 1,021 1,021 1,021 6,671
National Guard Multi-role
Bridge Co.’s ......... 0 0 0 1,000
Launched Grapnel Hooks ...... 0 0 0 1,000
AV-8B Litening Targeting
40,639 40639 81,139 120,639
0 0 0 5,000
0 0 0 17,000
0 3,000 0 4,000
Shipboard Programmable In-
tegrated Communication
Terminals .....coo.coovverivnenns 0 0 0 3,000
F/A-18 Technical Manual
Digitization ..........cccccccoeee 0 0 0 5,200
Advanced Technical Informa-
tion System .......ccccovvveenn 0 0 0 2,000
Boeing 737 for CINCPAC Ex-
ecutive Jet ..o 0 0 0 60,000
Integrated Bridge System for
NSW Rigid Inflatable Boat 0 0 0 4,000
Natl Guard WMD Civil Sup-
port Team Equip .............. 0 0 0 900
Emergency Support Heli-Bas-
€ 0 0 0 2,500
Tank Trajectory Correctable
Munition .....ovvevveeriernians 0 0 0 3,000
Air Force Cntr of Acquisition
Reengineering 0 0 0 2,000
Air Force Knowledge Man-
agement Project ............... 0 0 0 2,000
Handheld Holographic Radar
L1 RN 0 0 0 1,000
Environmental Quality Tech-
L1101 13,994 54,494 19,994 60,994
Electronics and Electronic
Devices . 23869 40969 34469 41269
Defense Res 132,164 132,164 136,414 137,914
Materials Technology Re-
search 11,557 15,557 24,557 27,557
EW Technology Research ...... 17,310 17,310 17,310 22,310
Missile Technology Research 47,183 69,183 55,183 70,683
Modeling and Simulation
Technology ........ccccccceeeeeuces 30479 32479 35479 36479
Vehicle and Automotive
Technology 63589 68589 87,089 89,089
Countermine Systems . 12,386 17,786 17,786 17,886
Medical Technology ... . 75,729 98,729 102,229 112,729
Warfighter Advanced Tech-
N0l0Y vvevevevevevevervveeeeenennns 15469 17,469 20,469 21,969
Vehicle and Automotive Adv.
Technology .........cccccoceeeunces 148114 162,114 89,114 168,114
Training Advanced Tech-
nology 3,072 6,072 3,072 7,072
EW Advanced Technology ..... 15,359 20,359 15,359 30,359
Missile/Rocket Advanced
Technology ........ccccccccoeueeres 25107 25107 47,107 52,107
Tactical Exploitation of Natl
Capabilities ... 57419 43419 57419 58419
Engineering Development of
C3 Systems ........occeeweeennens 49316 49316 49316 61816
Engineering Development of
WEAPONS .eovveverererecrre 22,505 305505 31505 33506
Joint Surveillance/Target At-
tack Radar ... 17898 26,898 21,898 283898
Threat Simulator Develop-
ment 13,901 16,011 18,801 21,001
Munitions Standardization ... 11,276 14,776 13,276 16,776
Force XXI Battle Cmd, Bri-
gade & Below . 63601 63601 63601 64,601
End Item Industri
paredness Activities ......... 57,906 81,906 72,906 89,906
EW Technology—Remote
Signal Sensor ... 0 0 0 4,900
Environmental Cleanup Dem-
onstration ... 0 0 0 3,000
Multifunctional Intelligence
LI 0 0 0 12,500
Starstreak/Stinger Live Fire
LK S 0 0 0 10,000
Northern Edge Launch Range
Equipment .....ccoovvvrerrvis 0 0 0 3,000
Northern Edge Launch Range
Infrastructure ..........c....... 0 0 0 4,000
Trajectory Correctable Muni-
L[0T Y 0 0 0 3,000
Intelligent Power Control Ve-
hicle Systems ........o..coeee 0 0 0 4,100
Information Networking Sys-
LT 0 0 0 12,500
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE CONFERENCE REPORT FOR FIS-
CAL YEAR 2001 OUT OF SCOPE ITEMS (THOUSANDS)—
Continued

Program Budget House Senate fecrggce Program Budget House Senate fecrggée
Natural Gas Micorturbines ... 0 0 0 1,000 Flight Vehicle Technology ..... 2,445 7,645 6,272 11,045
Bradley Vehicle Hull & Turret Integrated Command & Con-
Electronics ...........ccoeueervvees 0 0 0 2,000 trol (IC2A) . . 214 0 5,014 8,014
Navigational Electronic Dig- Compass Call 5,834 25,834 15,834 21,834
ital Compass ................... 0 0 0 1,000  Extended Range ruise
Printed Wiring Board Tech- SlE v 0 0 20,000 40,000
nology Center ................ 0 0 0 3,000 Theater Battle Management
Natural Gas Air Compressor —~— CAL s 41,068 41,068 46,068 48,568
_ Technology ......cooocoocvvvrnns 0 0 0 1,000 Information Systems Security
Air & Surface Launched Program .......cooecoverveeinnns 7,212 25,703 12,212 29,503
Weapons Tech ................ 37,966 52,966 49,966 55,466 Airborne Reconnaissance
Human Systems Technology 39939 38139 33939 40,439 SYSLEMS ..ovvvveevevererererirnnnns 136,913 143913 152,613 157,913
Computer Technology ........... 68,076 92,026 87,576 106,526 Handhe\d Holographic Radar
Oceanographic & Atmos- Gun (H3G) . 0 0 0 1,000
_ pheric Technology ............ 60,320 68,070 65,320 77,070 Laser Spark . 0 0 0 3,000
Air Systems and Weapons Ew Survwabi\ity Enhance-
Advanced Tech ................ 39,667 54,667 45,367 61,167 MENES oo 0 0 0 3,500
Surface Ship & Sub HM&E Civil, Fire, Environmental
TEChNOI0Y oo 37432 68232 57,232 73432 LT — 0 0 0 2,746
Personnel Training Advanced ACES Il Ejection Seat for
TECh oo 26,988 42,988 29,988 45,988 Higher Weight ................. 0 0 0 4,000
Environmental Quality & Lo- X-15 Test Stand at Edwards
gistics TeCh ..o 24,002 39,002 42,202 52,502 AFB .. 0 0 0 500
Undersea Warfare Advanced Air Force
Technology .o 58296 62296 61296 66,796 tion Reengin ........cooeee 0 0 0 2,000
C3 Advanced Technology ...... 29,673 35,673 44673 45,673 Air Force Knowledge Man-
ASW Systems Development .. 19,680 24,680 24,680 27,680 agement Project ............ 0 0 0 2,000
Surface Ship Torpedo De- Defense Research Sciences .. 90,415 100,415 102,015 109,815
ShlsgossrdSystemCompo ------ 0 11,000 0 16,000 University Research Initia-
- HIVES oo 253,627 289,627 263,627 292,077
Shil:)egtreﬂer:ﬁjggymsgggn e 244037 254437 252431 258431 wegical Free Electron Laser 15029 25029 15029 20,029
SHOUAIES v 163% 4689 50496 56896 g Warfare Defense . 162064 166564 150064 168314
Navy Conventional Munitions 28,619 30,619 31,619 33,619 Technology 249812 259312 255812 264312
Navy Logistic Productivity ... 0 11,000 0 14,000 High Energy LaserProgram 0 "0 70 30000
Multi-mission Helo Upgrade Explosives Demilitarization
Development .. - 06946 79946 77,946 83946 Technol0gy oo 8964 23164 19664 30,164
EW Development . 97281 133781 122281 134781 pqyanceq Aerospace Systems  26:821 26,821 30936 34821
Airborne MCM .. 47,312 50,312 47,312 51,312 Chemical & Biological De-
53“*583{& Triden wsol 80l 49801 72801 fense Progra ............ 46594 49344 55694 57894
ernization ... , d ' ) Special Technical Support ... 10777 14777 15777 29,577
New Design SSN e 207,091 212,091 210,091 214,091 Generic Logistics R&D Tech
Ship Contract Design/Live DEMOS v 23082 47382 37082 48,182
Firg TRE oo, 62,204 72,204 72,204 78,204 Strategic Environmental Re-
Navy Tactical Computer Re- search Program ............ 51,357 57357 51,557 59557
SOUTCES vvvvrevvvvrressvvisees 3,291 28,291 3,291 30,891 Advanced Electronics Tech-
Information Technology De- nologies . 191,800 211,800 198,300 221,500
velopment ................ — 15,259 23,259 18,259 29,259 Agile Port Dem 0 0 5000 7'500
Marine Corps Program Wide Advanced Sensor Applica ! !
Support ... e 8091 14881 9,091 17891 oo T 1553 24534 31,034 3833
E-2 Squadrons ... 18,698 37,698 18,698 50,698 Environmental Security Tech-
Consolidated [raining Sys- 27059 3559 32059 3855 . nical Certfication ... 20906 24906 25406 29,256
Marine Corps C%mmun'ié'ai'-m ! ! ! ! BMD Technical Operations ... 270,718 292,718 304,218 313,218
tions SYStems ......... . %153 107153 99153 109,153 memational Cooperative 106992 11699 12495 130952
Information System Security Chemi%al & BlologlcaIDe- """ ! ! ! !
NETA 21530 30130 21530 32130 e program ... 83800 83800 88800 89,800
Systems 4759 15,759 8759 93759  General Support to C31 3,769 34,469 9,769 38,769
CEC P31 . "0 "0 "0 10000 Joint Simulation System ... 24,095 24,095 24,095 42,095
Maritime Flre Tralmng/Bar- Infgrmatlon Technology Cen- 0 0 0 20,000
0 0 0 2,000 University Advanced Mate- '
0 0 0 1.000 rials Research ... 0 0 0 1,000
0 0 0 2’000  Military Personnel Research 0 0 2,000 4,000
South Florida Ocean Mar ' Center for
_agement Center ....... - 0 0 0 1,750 f;g;lterprollferatmn, Mon- ] 0 ) 4000
gy orseby Pt 0 350 0 4500 Lightweight X-band Antenna 0 0 0 2000
SAR All Weather Targeting F-22 Digital EW Product Im-

SyStem-AWTS oo 0 0 0 4,000 PIOVEMENt oooevevenrrevevrrenaee 0 0 0 5,000
AC Hi-Temp Superconductor Advan?edt Lithography Dem- 0 3000 0 5,000
Electric Motor . 0 0 0 4,000 onstration . . ! I

Fleet Health Technology ....... 0 0 0 3000  Navy Center of
Ship-towed Tripwire Sensor . 0 3,000 0 8,000 Electro-pHics .. 0 0 0 4,000
Compatible Processor Up- 0 0 0 aan  Compeitan ke 0 0 0 80000
grade PrOgram ... ) DBHHON .o I
Air Vehicle Dem/Val Bridge 82;”:{{5{']°Itycaz'§pl't'al‘“%ggdes 0 0 0 2000
En;ﬂg"@:ﬁ/\jgigﬁaég"C"gn';“ 0 0 0 B8SBE FPoAth Consortium ... 0 0 0 1,000
L1210l O 0 0 0 22,500  Total Number of Out of Scope items: 166.
Advanced Food Service Tech- Total Plus up of these items over the President's Budget Request: over
N010ZY vvevvvecrererrsssnerneces 0 0 0 2,500 $2.2 Billion.
AQS- 20 Sonar Data Record-
Capability ... 0 0 0 1,000 -
s Capa Systen 670 _~ Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, | do not
; Retrogts p - 0 0 0 8000 jintend to take all of my time. | would
man Reso -
UStrategy u 0 8,000 3,000 9,000 like to have Senator GRAMM use some
Distance Lear of his time.
State, San Berna ............. 0 0 0 5,000 A
CB'RF Chem Bgent Vianing I would like to say | am not proud to
............................ 0 0 0 2000 be here on the floor. This bill probably
e %fn?emwmlsuwe" 0 0 o 15000 Tanks up with the two or three of the
E—%({) |r[111proved Composite . ) o 200 most outrageous pork-barrel spending
0tOrdOme ..vvvvevecvvvcrres ! H H
Naval Intelligent Agent Soci- bills t_hat | have observed in my years
18r_ityt=VIEduleS .......... o 0 0 0 2000 here since 1987. | should have demanded
-inch Lens Sensor Devel- f
OpMETLIARPS oo 0 0 0 5000 th(_:lt the bill _be read and | shquld _be
Ele/c\tro ogtlcall Focal Plane 0 0 o 200 doing everything | can to block it. I in-
rray Develop ... - ! :
Rerospace Flight Dynamics 48775 52315 49327 53675 tend to explain why. .
Space Technology . 57,687 61,687 68287 69487 This bill, I say in all respect—in all
Air Force Conventional Muni- H
O 5223 4523 w523 s TeSPect to the chairman of the Appro-
Advanced Aerospace Sensors 28,311 44811 40311 46811 priations Committee, and my good
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friend from Hawaii—is a disgrace. This
bill has had $2 billion added on in con-
ference—added on in conference. Not a
single Member of this body who was
not part of the conference had any-
thing to say about $2 billion—B, bil-
lion—that was added in conference. As
I say, | have not seen anything quite
this bad—or perhaps | have, but it is
very rare. This is a remarkable docu-
ment. It has millions and millions and
millions of dollars devoted to projects
that have nothing to do with national
defense.

Mr. President, there is $4 million—
excuse me—$8.5 million for the Gallo
Center for Alcoholism Research. What
is the Gallo Center for Alcoholism Re-
search? That was added in the con-
ference.

It has $4 million for the Gallo Cancer
Center, $1.5 million for chronic fatigue
syndrome research, $1 million for the
Cancer Center of Excellence. What does
the Cancer Center of Excellence have
to do with national defense?

Mr. President, there are $4 million in
this bill for the Angel Gate Academy.
What is the Angel Gate Academy?
There is now an allocation to preserve
Civil War-era vessels at the bottom of
Lake Champlain, this year in the
amount of $15 million; $2 million for
the Bosque Redondo Memorial.

I am one of the few Members who
know what the Bosque Redondo Memo-
rial is. That is when we marched the
Navajo Nation to Canyon de Chelle and
Killed thousands of the Navajo Nation.
What does that have to do with de-

fense?
Mr. President, $3 million for
hyperspectral research; astronomical

active optics were deemed worthy of
over $3 million in defense funds, as was
coal-based advanced thermally stable
jet fuel. Coal-based jet fuel? What do
we have, a guy in the back of the plane
shoveling coal?

Mr. GRAMM. The Germans tried
that.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, $7 mil-
lion—of course Alaska is here, of
course Hawaii is here. There is $5 mil-
lion for the Hawaii Federal Health Care
Network. | say to the Senator, my
dearest friend, what in the world is the
Pacific Island Health Care Referral
Program? The Hawaliian Islands Fed-
eral Health Care Network? Alaska Fed-
eral Health Care Network? $1.5 million
for AlaskAlert, $7 million for equip-
ment at Fort Wainwright, $7.5 million
for the C-130 simulator.

There is a gift for CINCPAC, Com-
mander in Chief of the U.S. Forces in
the Pacific. Perhaps he needs a new $60
million airplane. Perhaps he needs it, |
don’t know. We will never know be-
cause it was not in the House bill, it
was not in the Senate bill, and it was
put in in conference, $60 million.

This is a remarkable document. |
have submitted for the RECORD a four-
page document. Many pages show:
Budget, zero; House, zero; Senate, zero;
Conference—a Capital Purchase Plan
at Pearl Harbor: Budget, zero; House,
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zero; Senate, zero; Conference, $5 mil-
lion. What is that all about? What is
that all about? Was it ever discussed on
the floor of the Senate? Was it ever dis-
cussed at a hearing? Was it ever, dare
I say, discussed in the Senate Armed
Services Committee, which is the au-
thorizing committee for these projects?
Was it ever? No.

This is quite remarkable. Air Force
Center of Acquisition Reengineering:
Budget, zero; House, zero; Senate, zero;
Conference, $2 million.

There is a Handheld Holographic
Radar Gun—I repeat that—a Handheld
Holographic Radar Gun: Budget, zero;
House, zero; Senate, zero; Conference,
$1 million.

Is there anyone in this body besides
the appropriators, besides the appropri-
ators in this body, who is going to vote
$1 million of the taxpayers’ money who
knows what in the world a Handheld
Holographic Radar gun is? Perhaps the
Presiding Officer knows. He is a very
smart guy. Perhaps Senator GRAMM—
he is an economist; he is a former col-
lege professor—perhaps he knows.

Here is one. Information Networking
Systems: Budget, zero; House, zero;
Senate, zero; Conference, $12.5 million.
What does that mean?

Intelligent Power Control Vehicle
Systems: House, zero; Senate, zero;
Budget, zero; Conference, $4.1 million.
What does that mean?

One of my annual favorites—here is
one that really is puzzling. Air Vehicle
Dem/VVal Bridge Contracts: Budget,
zero; House, zero; Senate, zero; Con-
ference, $88,984,000.

My friends, you are going to vote to
appropriate $88,984,000 of taxpayers’
dollars for an Air Vehicle Dem/Val
Bridge Contract.

Here is another one, Advanced Food
Service Technology: Budget, zero;
House, zero; Senate, zero; $2.5 million
for Advanced Food Service Technology.
Mr. President, Advanced Food Service
Technology? Again, what is that all
about? Was it ever requested by the ad-
ministration?

The answer is no.

Compass Call—I will not go into the
Compass Call.

NTW missile defense radar competi-
tion. That may be very important.
Budget, zero; House, zero; Senate, zero;
conference, $80 million. | say to my
friends, $80 million will be spent on
NTW missile defense radar competition
which, again, never had a hearing in
the Senate Armed Services Committee,
was never discussed on the floor of the
Senate, never discussed on the floor of
the House, and 80 million of taxpayers’
dollars.

Here 1is another one. Information
Technology Center. Budget, zero. For
the uninitiated, ‘“‘budget” means re-
quested by the administration. The ad-
ministration requested no money for
it. The House put in no money for it in
their Defense appropriations bill. The
Senate put zero dollars in their bill.
Yet it emerged from conference: Infor-
mation Technology Center, $20 million;
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$20 million is now being spent on the
Information Technology Center which
none of us knows what in the world it
is, except for a chosen few.

What is happening here is that Mem-
bers of the Senate and House who are
not members of the Appropriations
Committee are being deprived of their
rights to knowledge and voting and dis-
cussing, debating, and making judg-
ment on programs. And we are talking
about big money here. We are talking
about $2 billion—B, billion—that have
been added in conference which neither
House ever debated, discussed, nor
amended.

I think it is wrong, and | will return
to something | said several times, both
publicly and privately. It is time we
made some tough decisions around
here: Abolish the authorizing commit-
tees or abolish the appropriations com-
mittees. | am told by the distinguished
chairman of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee that $600 million was
transferred out of Navy accounts into
Army accounts—$600 million—by the
Appropriations Committee.

We all know how the system is sup-
posed to work. The authorizing com-
mittees authorize, and then the Appro-
priations Committee allows certain
amounts of money which, in their best
judgment, is needed. Now we are shift-
ing hundreds of millions of dollars and
adding $2 billion. We are inaugurating
programs that have no relation—no re-
lation whatsoever—to national defense.

What in the world does a Gallo Re-
search Center have to do with anything
that is regarded defense?

Mr. President, $7 million for the
Magdalena Ridge Observatory in New
Mexico—what does the Magdalena
Ridge Observatory in New Mexico have
to do with national defense?—combined
with the aforementioned adds for As-
tronomical Active Optics and the Maui
Space Surveillance System.

Some months ago, | completed a
failed Presidential campaign. | learned
a lot of things in that campaign, but |
also found that many Americans who
did not vote in the 1998 election—in
fact, we had the lowest voter turnout
in history of the 18-to-26-year-old voter
in the 1998 election, and all of the pre-
dictions now are that we will have an
even lower voter turnout in the year
2000 Presidential campaign.

They said, particularly young people:
You don’t represent me anymore; you
don’t respond to my hopes, dreams, and
aspirations. | think these young people
have another complaint: You don’t
have anything to do with the expendi-
ture of my tax dollars.

It is controlled by a few and, in many
cases, those few are controlled by spe-
cial interests. Recently, there was a
fundraiser conducted by the Demo-
cratic Party where one could pay
$500,000 and buy a ticket. When 1 first
came to the House in 1983, if someone
had told me that, | would have said:
You’re crazy.

Here we are in a process where | am
not able to represent the people of my
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State, much less the other young
Americans who thought that | was a
decent public servant. How can | rep-
resent the taxpayers of my State when
$2 billion is put in, in a conference
about which |1 have no input? How can
we call ourselves their representatives
when they add money into an appro-
priations bill in a conference? Most
Americans think $2 billion is a lot of
money.

I will tell my colleagues this right
now: We are not taking care of the men
and women in the military. We have pi-
lots leaving at the highest rate. We
cannot retain them. We have young
men and women leaving in the highest
numbers we have ever experienced
since the 1970s. We are not meeting our
recruiting goals. Yet we can spend $7
million for the Magdalena Ridge Ob-
servatory; we can spend money for the
LHD amphibious assault ship in Mis-
sissippi; C-130s and passenger jets are
routinely added. The list goes on and
on.

I will have more to say because I
have asked for the time, but it is not
fair to the people of this country. | tell
my appropriator friends now: You risk
losing the confidence of the American
people when you carry out these kinds
of procedures. You risk and deserve the
condemnation and criticism of average
citizens when you use their taxpayer
dollars in such fashion in a bill that
says ‘‘Defense appropriations bill”” and
we give money to some Gallo outfit. It
may be a good and worthy cause, but so
much of this has nothing to do with na-
tional defense, and the procedure that
is being used is not acceptable.

I tell the appropriators now, and I
want to make them very well aware, if
next year this kind of behavior and
these kinds of parliamentary proce-
dures are pursued, | will do whatever
one Senator can do to block passage of
this bill. I say that not only because of
my offense at this kind of procedure
that has taken place, but | say that on
behalf of the men and women who serve
in the military today who are not hav-
ing their basic needs met.

We still have thousands of young
men and women on food stamps. We
still have marines recapping tires so
they can buy additional ammunition
with which to practice. We still have
men and women in the military living
in barracks that were built in World
War 11, and we will spend $2 billion
that has nothing to do with their
health, welfare, and benefit.

I have that obligation, and that obli-
gation clearly supersedes that of my
obligation to my dear friends in the
Senate. It has to stop. | was discussing
this with my friend—and he is my dear
friend—the Senator from Alaska. |
said: This is terrible, all the things
that have been put in.

He said: You should have seen what
they tried to put in.

In all due respect to the distin-
guished chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, it is not good
enough.
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I see the Senator from Texas has
more to say. | reserve the remainder of
my time and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, my dad
was a sergeant in the Army. | have al-
ways believed in a strong defense, and
I have always prided myself on the fact
that at least, in my opinion, no one in
the Senate was a stronger supporter of
national defense and a stronger sup-
porter of the men and women who wear
the uniform of this country and who
keep us free. |, therefore, thought it
was incumbent on me to explain why |
am going to vote against this Defense
appropriations bill.

Let me start by giving you a little
history because | think it explains why
we are at this extraordinary point with
a bill that seems so very hard to ex-
plain. It started with President Clin-
ton. It is, unfortunately, a standard
pattern that, from time to time, we
have Presidents who come into office
and cut defense, and then as they are
on the verge of waving goodbye, they
propose massive increases in defense
spending.

My dear colleague from Arizona will
remember that the largest period of in-
creases in defense spending in the
peacetime history of the country did
not start while Ronald Reagan was
President. It, in fact, started the last
year Jimmy Carter was President, even
though Jimmy Carter cut national de-
fense expenditures consistently during
his Presidency.

President Clinton, in the first 5 years
he was President, cut defense spending
every single day. In the first year of his
Presidency, real defense spending fell
by 5.8 percent. In 1994, real defense
spending again fell by 5.8 percent. In
1995, it fell by 4.7 percent; in 1996, 4.9
percent; in 1997, 0.5 percent; in 1998, 2.8
percent. In every one of those years,
real resources that we committed to
national security and to the well-being
of the men and women who defend
America declined.

Then, in 1999, finally, as we were
looking at the 1999 budget, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff finally stopped toeing
the line for President Clinton, stopped
apologizing for the decimation of the
military, and pointed out that the
military had been hollowed by Bill
Clinton. It was a revelation that was
late in coming, and it is a shame on the
Joint Chiefs of Staff that they let it
run for so long.

So in 1999, led, | am proud to say, by
the Republican Congress, we actually
increased defense spending in real
terms for the first time since Bill Clin-
ton had been President.

Now, in his final budget submission,
President Clinton, as he is heading to-
ward the exit, having cut defense con-
sistently since he became President—
even counting the increase Congress
added last year, real defense outlays
have been cut by 17 percent—now, in
his parting budget, President Clinton
proposed $16 billion of increases in de-
fense spending.
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We might have celebrated that fact—
having written a budget that added $16
billion and expanded our modernization
programs, improved health care for our
active duty military and for our retir-
ees—there are many good things we
could do with that $16 billion—but Con-
gress was not going to be outdone. How
dare Bill Clinton, in the final hours
that he has in the White House, submit
a massive increase in defense spending
and have Congress just say yes.

So remarkably, we find ourselves
today in a situation where the Presi-
dent proposed a $16 billion increase,
Congress has raised that by another $14
billion, and, as a result, we have over a
10-percent increase in defense spending
in 1 year. I would submit that this is
political upmanship that makes abso-
lutely no sense. What has happened is,
the surplus is literally burning a hole
in our pockets.

The picture is actually worse because
there are all kinds of gimmicks in the
bill that would allow more to be spent.
You might wonder how $2 billion that
nobody voted on in either House of
Congress could be added in conference.
Let me explain how it happened. In
fact, | am sure people wonder: Where
do these emergencies come from?
Every week or so now, they are seeing
Congress pass an emergency funding
bill. And they might ask: Where do
these emergencies come from?

On page 54 of this Defense appropria-
tions bill, we have an emergency cre-
ated. This is how it happened. The Ap-
propriations Subcommittee on Defense,
in section 8166, cut spending for the
Overseas Contingency Operations
Transfer Fund by $1.1 billion.

They took the $1.1 billion out of the
appropriations bill, and then, in title
IX, they added it back, but this time as
an emergency. So, in the middle of
page 54, an emergency is created, by
taking money away from needed ex-
penditures on American overseas con-
tingency operations—we take the
money away in the middle of page 54—
then we spend this money on all of
these programs that Senator McCAIN is
talking about, and then, at the bottom
of page 54, we add it back because we
have an emergency.

Well, where did the emergency come
from? The emergency came from the
fact that they took the money from
overseas operations to spend on other
things. That is where the emergency
came from.

So they created the emergency in the
middle of page 54, and then at the bot-
tom of page 54, having created a cri-
sis—we might have to bring troops
home from Kosovo as a result of the
money taken in the middle of page 54—
so at the bottom of page 54, having cre-
ated the emergency in the middle of
the page, they then solve the emer-
gency by taking exactly the same
amount of money, declaring it an
emergency so it does not count under
the budget, and adding it back.

It, 1 think, speaks volumes that Sen-
ator McCAIN looked at this bill, and |
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looked at this bill, and we both came
up with a list of programs that we
thought were indefensible. We never
talked about our choice of programs,
but there is not a single overlap on our
lists. That tells me we were picking
from a large bushel basket full of add-
ons.

Let me give you a few that | think
deserve a prize. Five million dollars is
earmarked out of Army operations and
maintenance. | remind my colleagues,
this is an area where we have a critical
shortage of funding, where we have
provided emergency money in the past.
In clear violation of the base closing
law—which says, when you close a
military base you can’t keep building
infrastructure on that military base;
when you have closed it, when you
have transferred it to the civilian sec-
tor, you can’t keep spending defense
money on it—in clear violation of the
base closing law, we provide $5 million,
which we transfer to the National Park
Service, to build infrastructure on a
base that has been closed.

No. 2, we provide $4 million to mon-
itor desert tortoise populations. Re-
member, we are taking $4 million out
of the defense budget. In fact, we de-
clared an emergency when we took the
money away from overseas operations,
and then we put it back in for an emer-
gency so we could fund programs such
as monitoring desert tortoise popu-
lations.

It is interesting, when you press, to
learn what the justification is. The jus-
tification, you will be happy to know,
is that we may, at some point, want to
expand a military base, and the desert
tortoise population might be relevant.

I remind my colleagues, we are clos-
ing military bases. Nevertheless, in
this bill, with all of our needs, we
found room to provide defense money
to monitor the desert tortoise popu-
lation in California.

Because we have a huge backlog in
depot maintenance for our ships in the
Navy, this Congress has provided $362
million of emergency money to try to
deal with this backlog in ship mainte-
nance so our ships can perform their
missions. In this bill, we take $750,000
out of that emergency money and use
it for renovations on the U.S.S. Turner
Joy. Senator McCAIN will be one of the
few people here who will remember the
U.S.S. Turner Joy. It is a destroyer. It
is well known because it was involved
in the Tonkin Gulf action that got us
deeper into Vietnam. But it has been
out of the Navy since 1982. We are pro-
viding $362 million on an emergency
basis to catch up with ship mainte-
nance, and yet we are basically giving
a tourist bureau money to do renova-
tion on a ship that has been out of the
Navy since 1982.

There is $5.5 million for an Army re-
search and development project. This is
money meant for modernization so if
we have to send men and women into
combat, they will have technological
superiority. We use this $5.5 million for
laser vision correction. Laser vision
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correction is a miracle. They can come
in and do it, and you don’t have to
wear glasses anymore. But the point is,
what does that have to do with na-
tional defense? Why are we funding
medical research out of the national
defense budget?

Then there is $2.8 million to buy new
office furniture for the Defense Lan-
guage Institute in Monterey, CA. At
first you might say, OK, we built a new
building; we have to buy new furniture.
But there isn’t a new building. We are
not building a new building at the De-
fense Language Institute in Monterey,
CA. The question is: Why do we need
new furniture now? What is wrong with
the old furniture? The answer: The sur-
plus is burning a hole in our pocket.
This is a grab bag. It is like one of
these sales you see on television where
they dump the clothes on a table and
they are on sale, and everybody grabs a
piece of it.

Finally, $3.5 million is added in Army
research, development, test, and eval-
uation for artificial hip research. Now
look, artificial hip research is impor-
tant. There are people who have dete-
riorating joints. We fund research at
the National Institutes of Health to
deal with health problems. What are we
doing taking $3.5 million out of defense
to fund this kind of activity?

I will conclude on this: We took $1.1
billion out of defense. We declared an
emergency because we didn’t have
enough defense money. Then, having
declared an emergency and gotten the
money, then we take the $1.1 billion
that was supposed to be spent on de-
fense and spend it on other things. As
a result, we literally have an almost
endless list of projects exactly like
these. You have to ask yourself, is this
really the best use for the taxpayers’
money?

| say to my colleagues, | am going to
vote against this Defense bill because
this is runaway spending at its worst. |
voted against other bills because of the
obscene way we literally are throwing
money at these appropriated accounts.
In this election year, with many close
elections, we literally are spending
money on anything that might have a
constituency. This process has got to
stop. | think it undermines the good
work we are doing.

I thank Senator STEVENS. We have
been working to resolve a disagreement
over two unnecessary pay shifts. Sen-
ator STEVENS has agreed—qgraciously, |
might add—to fix that. But | am going
to vote against this bill on the basis
under which we are today considering
it. | am going to vote against this bill
because you cannot defend this kind of
runaway spending. The only defense
I’ve heard is that, in a big bill, you are
going to take on some spending. | don’t
think that is good enough.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, | thank
Senator GRAMM for his efforts and his
discussion of a bill that, obviously, is
going to be passed by overwhelming
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numbers. Again, | point out, this is a
Defense appropriations bill—appropria-
tions. It is supposed to be for the
money, not for making policy or au-
thorizing.

One of the more egregious practices
that has crept in lately, that doesn’t
have a lot to do with money but has a
great deal to do with national policy
and in the end costs taxpayers enor-
mous amounts of money, is the Buy
American provisions. We started out
with a couple. Now we have more and
more and more. | will mention a couple
of them.

You have to buy only American prod-
ucts related to welded shipboard an-
chor and mooring chain. You can only
buy American relating to carbon alloy
or armor steel plate for use in any Gov-
ernment-owned facility or property
under the control of the Department of
Defense, specifications to be deter-
mined by the American Iron and Steel
Institute. There are Buy American re-
strictions related to the procurement
of vessel propellers and ball and roller
bearings.

I am told that a request for proposal,
so-called RFP, to people to bid on ves-
sel propellers that would have been
opened to, certainly, our NATO allies
was recently published and, strangely
enough, this was put in the bill. There
is a requirement for the use of U.S. an-
thracite as the baseload energy for mu-
nicipal district heat for U.S. military
installations in Germany. | have re-
marked on this before because it has
been there a long time. It is the classic
example of taking coal to Newcastle.
We have to take American coal, put it
on a ship, and transport it to Germany
to be used in Germany. | have never
gotten an estimate as to how many
millions that costs Americans.

It exempts the construction of public
vessels, ball and roller bearings, food,
clothing or textile materials from Sec-
retary of Defense waiver authority re-
lating to the Buy American require-
ments involving countries with which
the United States has reciprocal agree-
ments. In other words, the United
States has a reciprocal agreement, par-
ticularly with some of our NATO allies,
and the Secretary of Defense cannot
give any waiver for the purchase of
clothing or textile materials. This is
protectionism at its most egregious.

It prohibits the development, lease,
or procurement of ADC(X) class ships
unless the main propulsion diesel en-
gines and propulsors are manufactured
in the United States by a domestically
operated entity.

It transfers $5 million to the Na-
tional Park Service for repair improve-
ments at Fort Baker in northern Cali-
fornia; $500,000 for Florida Memorial
College for the purposes of funding mi-
nority aviation training. It is a worthy
program. | would support it, if it were
not in a Defense appropriations bill. It
transfers $34 million to the Department
of Justice for the National Drug Intel-
ligence Center. We have an appropria-
tions bill upon which that would have
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been entirely appropriate. Then they
go on to restrict the center’s ability to
establish its own personnel levels.

There are restrictions on the ability
of the Department of Defense to con-
tract out any activity currently per-
formed by more than 10 Department of
Defense civilian employees.

This is an appropriations bill, Mr.
President. Now the Department of De-
fense cannot contract out any activity,
no matter how much money it would
save the taxpayers, under any cir-
cumstances, if there are no more than
10 DOD civilian employees. It doesn’t
matter if there are a thousand military
people. More than 10 Department of De-
fense civilian employees. That is offen-
sive, to have that kind of language in a
DOD appropriations bill.

It prohibits reduction to disestablish-
ment of the 53rd Weather Reconnais-
sance Squadron, Air Force Reserve,
Mississippi. We all know we have the
capability to monitor weather, thanks
to modern technology.

It mandates continued availability of
funds for the National Science Center
for Communications and Electronics in
Georgia.

It requires the Army to use the
former George Air Force Base, Cali-
fornia, as the airhead for the National
Training Center.

We could not let the Army or Depart-
ment of Defense make that decision.
We require the U.S. Army, no matter
what it may cost, to use George Air
Force Base as the airhead for the Na-
tional Training Center.

It authorizes the Secretary of De-
fense to waive reimbursement require-
ments relating to the costs to the De-
partment of Defense associated with
the conduct of conferences, seminars,
and other educational activities of the
Asia-Pacific Center.

It is well to note that the Asia-Pa-
cific Center is located in Hawaii. Why
don’t we waive reimbursement require-
ments for any center in America or the
world? Why just for the Asia-Pacific
Center?

It transfers $10 million to the Depart-
ment of Transportation to realign rail-
road tracks at Elmendorf Air Force
Base and Fort Richardson, Alaska.

I wonder if there are railroad tracks
that need to be realigned at other de-
fense facilities in America. 1 would
imagine so.

It mandates that funds used for the
procurement of malt beverages and
wine for resale on a military installa-
tion be used to procure such beverages
from within that State.

Suppose they could get those bev-
erages at a lower cost from some other
State?

It earmarks $5 million for the High
Desert Partnership in Academic Excel-
lence Foundation, Inc., for the purpose
of developing, implementing, and eval-
uating a standards- and performance-
based academic model at schools ad-
ministered by the Department of De-
fense Education Activity.

What makes the High Desert Part-
nership the place to get the $5 million?
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Was there ever a hearing on it? Did the
Personnel Subcommittee or Armed
Services Committee ever look at it?
No.

It earmarks $115 million to remain
available for transfer to other Federal
agencies.

That is $115 million; just transfer it
to other Federal agencies. Why?

It earmarks $1.9 million for San
Bernadino County Airports Depart-
ment for installation of a perimeter se-
curity fence at Barstow-Daggett Air-
port, California.

It earmarks $20 million for the Na-
tional Center for the Preservation of
Democracy.

It earmarks $7 million for the North
Slope Borough.

It earmarks $5 million to the Chicago
Public Schools for conversion and ex-
pansion of the former Eighth Regiment
National Guard Armory.

| argue, Mr. President, that there are
guard armories all over America that
could be converted.

It earmarks $1 million for the Middle
East Regional Security Issues Pro-
gram.

It earmarks $2 million, subject to au-
thorization, for the Bosque Redondo
Memorial in New Mexico.

It earmarks $300,000 for the Circum-
Pacific Council for the Crowding the
Rim Summit Initiative.

It earmarks $10 million for the City
of San Bernadino, contingent on reso-
lution of the case of City of San
Bernadino v. United States.

Mr. President, it is obvious that this
procedure in the Congress of the United
States of authorizing and appro-
priating has lurched completely and
entirely out of control. When you are
earmarking $2 billion out of an appro-
priations bill which has neither been
examined nor voted on by either body,
we have a case that has got to be rem-
edied, and we have obviously wasted
billions of dollars of the taxpayers’
money.

The American people deserve better.
| say again to the distinguished mem-
bers of the Appropriations Committee,
with whom | have an excellent and
warm personal relationship, this can-
not stand. Next year, if this kind of
practice continues, then | will have to
do everything in my power to stop it,
as | said before, not only because of my
obligation to the taxpayers, which is
significant, but my obligation to the
men and women in the military who
are being shortchanged by these proce-
dures and, indeed, neglected in many
respects.

| yield the floor and the remainder of
my time.

Mr. STEVENS. How much time re-
mains, Mr. President?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
are 20 minutes remaining for Senator
BYRD and 6 minutes for Senators STE-
VENS and INOUYE.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | shall
use half of that 6 minutes, if | may be
recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska is recognized.
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Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, the
conference report to accompany H.R.
4576, the Fiscal Year 2001 Defense Ap-
propriations Act was endorsed by all
the Senate conferees, and enjoys the
full support of our distinguished rank-
ing member Senator INOUYE.

This bill, in combination with the
emergency supplemental bill passed
last month, provides a true jump start
to restore the readiness, quality of life,
and modernization of our Armed
Forces.

The Senate considers this conference
report at the earliest point in the year
since 1958—which means the Depart-
ment of Defense can plan now to exe-
cute the funds provided by Congress for
the full fiscal year.

Our adoption of this conference re-
port today would not have been pos-
sible without the extraordinary effort
and leadership of House Chairman,
JERRY LEWIS.

In partnership with the former House
Chairman, and current ranking mem-
ber, JACK MURTHA, they reported the
bill in early May, and presented it to
the Senate in time for us to act prior
to the July 4th recess.

Both committees set the FY 2001 bill
aside to complete work on the FY 2000
supplemental in late June. That bill
provided $6.5 billion to repay the Army
for operations in Kosovo, and to ad-
dress critical personnel, medical, and
fuel cost increases.

This bill extends those initiatives,
providing needed funds for new medical
benefits for military retirees, real
property maintenance, depot mainte-
nance, and environmental restoration.

The most significant initiative con-
tained in the conference report is the
nearly $1 billion increase for the Army
transformation effort.

Last October, Gen. Eric Shinseki, the
new Chief of Staff of the Army, estab-
lished a new vision for the Army—a
more mobile, lethal and flexible force
for the 21st century.

In this bill, funding is provided to
procure the first two brigade sets of
equipment for the new ‘‘trans-
formation’’ force.

We are determined that this new
force be equipped as rapidly as pos-
sible, and intend to maintain this pace
of funding in fiscal years 2002 and 2003.

Meeting our national strategic prior-
ities, the bill establishes a new na-
tional defense airlift fund, to procure
C-17 aircraft.

The centerpiece of how our Nation
can maintain its global leadership posi-
tion is strategic mobility. As our force
is as small, to meet our national com-
mitments, we must be able to respond
to crises anywhere on the globe—the
key to that is the C-17.

Finally, this bill accelerates develop-
ment, and seeks to reduce technical
risk, on the full spectrum of our mis-
sile defense programs.

The conference worked to keep the
airborne laser, space-based laser, na-
tional missile defense, and Navy the-
ater-wide programs on track, and pro-
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vide additional funds for the Arrow
Joint Development Program with
Israel.

It is again my privilege this year to
join my colleague from Hawaii in pre-
senting this bill to the Senate. We sim-
ply could not have completed our work
without his leadership, guidance, and
partnership. 1 would now like to yield
to Senator INOUYE for his comments.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. the Sen-
ator from Hawaii is recognized.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I want
to begin by informing the Senate that,
at $287.9 billion, this act represents the
largest defense spending measure in
history.

The act is $176 million more than was
recommended by the Senate and $706
million below the House level.

The conference agreement is a fair
compromise between the two Houses.
Funding for many items of priority of
each of the bodies have been included,
but concessions were also required of
each Chamber.

Our chairman and his House counter-
part should be given great credit for
this measure.

I am confident the funding contained
in this act will allow our military to
meet their most critical readiness and
modernization needs in the coming
year.

However, Senators should be advised
that the bill does not provide a blank
check to the Pentagon.

It includes reductions in some pro-
grams that, such as in the Navy’s LPD-
17, are behind schedule, over budget, or
simply not ready to proceed.

In addition, the conferees concurred
with the House, terminating the Dis-
coverer Il and Sadarm programs.

Mr. President, these were difficult
decisions, but by making these tough
choices the conferees were able to iden-
tify sufficient resources to protect
those programs which are truly critical
to the support of our military forces.

I want to assure my colleagues that
the No. 1 priority in this bill is to pro-
tect near-term readiness.

The men and women willing to go
into harm’s way to protect the rest of
us simply must be provided the tools
they need to defeat any threat.

To help meet our readiness require-
ments, the conference agreement in-
cludes the following among its many
accomplishments:

(1) Fully funds a 3.7 percent military
pay raise;

(2) Provides an increase of more than
$400 million for real property mainte-
nance;

(3) Provides an increase of $234 mil-
lion for depot maintenance; and

(4) Provides funding for a new phar-
macy benefit for our older retirees.

At the same time, the bill provides
sufficient funding for modernization
programs so that future readiness will
also be protected. We must continue to
invest for the future to ensure we are
never caught unprepared.

I am particularly pleased that the
conferees were able to provide nearly
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$1.4 billion in support the Army’s new-
est initiative commonly referred to as
‘“transformation.”

These funds will allow the Army to
begin to outfit its first two interim
combat brigades with new equipment
to test out this revolutionary concept.

This is the highest priority of the
Army Chief of Staff and is critical to
supporting our Army.

Mr. President, these are but a few of
the many items included in this bill to
ensure that our defense forces remain
second to none.

Mr. President, this is a very good
compromise agreement. | strongly en-
courage all my colleagues to support
it.

Mr. President, a process of this na-
ture, which involves appropriations in
excess of $275 billion, is a result of
many hours and many days of collabo-
ration and consultation with hundreds
of people, including the President, the
various Secretaries, committee staff
members, Senators, and Representa-
tives. A measure of this magnitude, ob-
viously, will be supported by some and
criticized by others. One can never

come forth with a “‘perfect’” bill. It is
just not possible.
However, | believe it is important

that certain clarifications be made. |
know, for example, that my dear friend
from Arizona spoke of the Navy The-
ater-Wide Missile Defense Program and
suggested that the House had not
sought the funds, and neither did the
President of the United States nor the
Senate of the United States. However,
I am certain the Senator would have
noted, if he studied the report care-
fully, that this was debated on this
floor for very many minutes. It was de-
bated in the House, it was debated in
the Appropriations Committee and in
the authorization committee. The only
difference was that the House provided
$130 million to be designated for very
specific purposes. In the Senate, for the
same program, we provided $50 million
for the whole program itself.

When the compromise was reached,
we decided to let the Department of
Defense make its allocations. So we
drew a new line item. The new line
item obviously was not requested by
the President, nor by the House, nor by
the Senate. But the matters debated
and compromised were fully debated by
this body. That can also be said for
many other programs.

I wish to advise my colleague that as
far as | am concerned, this measure is
a good one. It addresses the needs of
our military. It provides the funds that
are necessary to feed, clothe, and ade-
quately and appropriately arm our men
so they can stand in harm’s way with
some confidence that they will be pro-
tected.

I commend my chairman, the Sen-
ator from Alaska, for his leadership on
this matter. It is not easy.

I am the first to admit that there
must be some waste in a measure of
this magnitude. There are some that
we may disagree with as to its merit
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and it relevance to do defense. But that
is my view. Others may disagree with
me. But | think overall this is a fine
bill and it is worthy of support by the
Members of the Senate.
| yield the remainder of my time.
SAR FACILITY

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, 1 would
like to engage the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee and my col-
league from Florida in a brief colloquy
concerning the South-Florida based
Advanced Tropical Remote Sensing
Center and its Synthetic Aperture
Radar [SAR] facility.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I'd like
to join Chairman STEVENS and my col-
league from Florida in this colloquy to
address this important issue.

Mr. STEVENS. | would be happy to
address this important topic with Sen-
ator MAcK and Senator GRAHAM. | am
pleased to confirm that this conference
agreement provides $4.9 million dollars
for remote sensing research and devel-
opment activities in the RDT&E De-
fense-Wide University Research Initia-
tives account.

Mr. MACK. | am very pleased to have
this confirmation, and to know the
Senators’ personal interest and sup-
port. As the Senator is aware, one of
our major objectives for this center, an
objective supported by the leadership
of SOUTHCOM, is to greatly enhance
our nation’s drug traffic interdiction
capability.

Mr. GRAHAM. This will be the only
SAR facility of its kind in the east, and
the Department of Defense has indi-
cated to us, its’ strong interest in de-
veloping this capability further in
South Florida. It was for this reason
that we asked the Senate to approve,
which it did, an amendment for up to
an additional $5 million dollars specifi-
cally for drug interdiction activities at
the facility.

Mr. STEVENS. | know that Senator
MAcCK and Mr. GRAHAM intend that the
Department of Defense drug interdic-
tion officials provide all appropriate
support possible on this important ob-
jective. Addressing the shortage of in-
telligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance coverage is an important step in
strengthening DoD’s drug interdiction
efforts.

Mr. MACK. Mr. President, it was for
the purpose of securing a clarification
of their intent on this matter that I
sought this colloquy. I thank them for
their support, interest, and leadership.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, | look
forward to working with Senator MACK
and Chairman STEVENS to secure fund-
ing for this important project.

CRUSADER PROGRAM

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | rise to
ask my friend, the distinguished chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee,
for clarification on the language in the
Defense appropriations conference re-
port concerning the Crusader program.
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The language states that fifty percent
of the funding for the Crusader pro-
gram cannot be obligated or expended
until thirty days after the Secretary of
Defense submits the Congress a com-
prehensive Analysis of Alternatives
(AOA) on the Crusader program. |
would ask the Chairman, is this lan-
guage intended to delay the continuing
development of the Crusader program?

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, |
would say to my friend from Oklahoma
that the language in the statement of
managers is not intended to delay the
continued development of Crusader. |
would also state that Senator INOUYE
and | expect that the AOA should be
completed and delivered to the Con-
gress by December 15th of this year.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President,
Chairman is correct.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | believe
that it is not the intent of the con-
ferees to require that the Department
of Defense prepare a weapon system
analysis AOA as required for the De-
partment of Defense Directives for sys-
tem milestone reviews. Instead, | be-
lieve what is needed is a quicklook
analysis that evaluates the capabilities
and costs of Crusader and comparable
weapons system alternatives to sup-
port the Army’s Transformation Initia-
tive to include the counterattack corps
and brigade combat teams.

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator is cor-
rect.

the

LONGBOW APACHE HELICOPTERS

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator from Alaska, the distinguished
chairman of our Defense Appropria-
tions subcommittee, engage in a col-
loquy with me on the topic of proposed
international sales of Longbow Apache
helicopters?

Mr. STEVENS. | will be happy to en-
gage in such a colloquy with my col-
league.

Mr. KYL. | thank the Senator for his
time and compliment our distinguished
Chairman for skillfully guiding this
bill through the challenging process of
mark-up and conference. As the Chair-
man is well aware, the Stinger air de-
fense missile and the Apache Longbow
are two programs of great interest to
me and to the state of Arizona. Over
41,000 Stinger missiles have been deliv-
ered and over $4 billion has been in-
vested in Stinger weapons and plat-
forms, and over 1,200 Apaches have
been delivered to the U.S. and our al-
lied forces.

Mr. STEVENS. | am aware of the
Senator’s interest and of the Stinger’s
and Apache’s capabilities. They are
fine systems and have received the sup-
port of this committee for years.

Mr. KYL. And | thank the Chairman
for the committee’s report. Sales of
Apache Longbow and Stinger, however,
apparently are being jeopardized by
what | believe is a misinterpretation of
congressional language contained in
the FY00 DoD conference report.
Therefore, | am seeking his help in
clarifying the intent of Congress with
regard to that provision.
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In the FY00 DoD Appropriations bill,
section 8138 directs the Army to ‘“‘con-
duct a live fire, side-by-side oper-
ational test of the air-to-air Starstreak
and air-to-air Stinger missiles from the
AH-64D Longbow helicopter.” The pro-
vision further states that the Army is
‘““to ensure that the development, pro-
curement or integration of any missile
for use on the AH-64 [Apache] or RAH-
66 [Comanche] helicopters . . . is sub-
ject to a full and open competition
which includes the conduct of a live-
fire, side-by-side test as an element of
the source selection criteria.”” My un-
derstanding is that the intent of this
provision was to direct the Army to
conduct a test of two systems in order
to ensure that its helicopters are field-
ed with the best possible air-to-air mis-
sile.

The problem, is that the Army has
interpreted this provision so broadly as
to prevent the sale of Apaches equipped
with a Stinger air-to-air capability to
our allies. Apparently the Army view is
that they cannot do so until the oper-
ational test is conducted. Is it the
Chairman’s understanding that this
language was intended to in any way
obstruct the potential sale of Stinger-
equipped Apaches to any U.S. ally?

Mr. STEVENS. | believe that the in-
tent of Section 8138 was to require the
Army to conduct an operational test of
Stinger and Starstreak, not to impede
sales of the Apache.

Mr. KYL. | thank the distinguished
Chairman for engaging in this colloquy
and for his insight, and | yield the
floor.

ABRAMS-CRUSADER COMMON ENGINE PROGRAM

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I com-
mend Senator STEVENS for his leader-
ship and work on this important bill.
Clearly, America has a continuing need
to maintain a robust, well equipped
military that is capable of defending
freedom and preserving the peace. This
bill advances the Department of De-
fense and our military services toward
this objective.

One element of this bill involves the
U.S. Army’s innovative effort to im-
prove the Operation and Support cost
of our M-1 Abrams main battle tank
and the new Crusader Mobile Artillery
system. For several years, the Army
has recognized that the maintenance
and support cost of the present M-1
tank was excessively high. Concur-
rently, the Army was developing the
next generation of mobile artillery sys-
tems—to be called the Crusader.

Late last year, the Army made a bold
decision to pursue a consolidation of
the engine component of both the M-1
and Crusader program. This consoli-
dated effort is called the Abrams-Cru-
sader Common Engine (ACCE) pro-
gram. By consolidating the engine pro-
curement for both vehicles, the goal is
to reduce the costs to the Army for
both vehicles.

Mr. President, | noticed that the Sen-
ate version of this bill reduced the
amount of funds available for the
ACCE program by $48 million. | learned
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the committee had concerns over the
Army’s interest in developing a new
engine for these two vehicles. This con-
ference report, however, restores $20
million to the ACCE program. | would
ask the chairman of the committee if
the restoration of this $20 million re-
flects a change in the committee’s view
of the program or do you remain con-
cerned that the program is too costly
and adds concurrency to the Crusader
system?

Mr. STEVENS. | thank the assistant
majority leader for his kind words and
note that | have very good support and
participation on the defense sub-
committee with Members from both
sides of the aisle, so | share his kind
words with my colleagues on the com-
mittee.

Regarding the ACCE program, the
Senator is correct: this conference re-
port restores $20 million to the ACCE
program. He is also correct that the
Senate bill had a larger cut to the pro-
gram and that the cut reflected sub-
stantial reservations over the cost of a
new developmental engine for both the
M-1 and the Crusader.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | thank
the Chairman for that explanation. It
is encouraging to once again recognize
that the Chairman—while a vigorous
advocate for a robust defense capa-
bility—is constantly vigilant to ensure
that the money we spend for defense is
also a sound investment.

The Army’s initiative to re-engine
the M-1 is a good idea. Maintenance
and fuel costs associated with oper-
ation of the M-1 are very high; perhaps
as much as 60 percent of the M-1’s total
0&S cost. Replacing the current gas
turbine engine with a more fuel-effi-
cient and reliable engine has the poten-
tial to save substantial amounts for
the Army. However, the cost to develop
a new engine could be quite high. There
is even one press article citing a De-
fense Department official indicating
the development costs could approach
a half billion dollars. So, while the
Army initiative is a good one, the costs
associated with the program are pro-
hibitive.

Regarding the Crusader program, the
engine selection will be critical to the
overall performance and success of the
vehicle program. If the Army were to
proceed with the consolidated ACCE
program, it is clear that concurrency
in the Crusader program would be high-
er than if the Army selects an engine
already developed and currently in pro-
duction.

As a final question for the Chairman,
does the cut reflected in this con-
ference report for the ACCE program
indicate a lack of support for the M-1
re-powering effort or the Crusader sys-
tem?

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, this
conference report contains funds to
support both the Crusader vehicle and
the M-1 re-powering effort. These ef-
forts are supported in the final bill.
The final funding levels reflect the sub-
stantial concern over the cost to de-
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velop a new engine, as well as the de-
sire to see the Army pursue an NDI so-
lution.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | appre-
ciate the time and attention of the
Chairman to my concerns related to
the Crusader system and the ACCE pro-
gram, in particular.

BAYONET 2000

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, |1
would like to ask the distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee a question regarding the defense
appropriations conference report for
fiscal year 2001. | noticed that the con-
ference report retained a very impor-
tant project to buy new bayonets for
the Marine Corps. Is the funding within
the Marine Corps Procurement line in
fact for Bayonet 2000?

Mr. STEVENS. The Senator is cor-
rect. The conference report includes $2
million for Bayonet 2000 in the Marine
Corps procurement account.

Mr. INOUYE. | also concur with
Chairman STEVENS.
Mr. SPECTER. | thank the distin-

guished Chairman, and the distin-
guished Ranking Member for that clar-
ification, and appreciate their hard
work on the conference report.

MTAPP

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, |
rise today to query my distinguished
colleague from Alaska, the chairman of
the Appropriations Committee, on a
program of importance to my constitu-
ents. Mr. Chairman, is it the intention
of the conference committee that of
the $4,000,000 appropriated in the Air
Force’s operation and maintenance
title for the Manufacturing Technical
Assistance Pilot Program (MTAPP),
$2,000,000 shall be expended during fis-
cal year 2001 only for the continued ex-
pansion of the program into Pennsyl-
vania through the National Education
Center for Women in Business at Seton
Hill College? As the Chairman may
know, half of the appropriated FY2000
funds are not being provided to the pro-
gram in Pennsylvania, and | seek to
ensure that during FY2001 the funds
are allocated between the two MTAPP
programs.

Mr. STEVENS. My distinguished col-
league from Pennsylvania is correct
that the conference committee intends
that $2,000,000 of the Fiscal Year 2001
appropriation for MTAPP be expended
in Pennsylvania through the National
Education Center for Women in Busi-
ness at Seton Hill College. Further, it
is my understanding that FY2000 mon-
ies intended to be spent in Pennsyl-
vania pursuant to last year’s appro-
priations bill have yet to be obligated.
Therefore, | wish to express to the Sen-
ator my clear intent to ensure that
FY2000 and FY2001 monies fund the
MTAPP in the manner this committee
and the Congress intend.

ELECTRONIC WARFARE SYSTEM

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, | was
wondering if the distinguished Chair-
man of the Appropriations Committee



July 27, 2000

would rise to engage in a brief col-
loquy.

Mr. STEVENS. I am happy to accom-
modate the Senator.

Mr. GREGG. | congratulate the
Chairman on a strong bill that will im-
prove our national security. As a con-
feree | understand the many challenges
he faced in putting this bill together.
While | support the overall bill, | would
like to express my deep concern over a
provision of this conference report that
reduces funding for an important elec-
tronic warfare system for the F/A-18E/
F. The conference report reduces fund-
ing for the Integrated Defensive Elec-
tronic Countermeasure (IDECM) pro-
gram by $29.6 million in the F/A-18E/F
procurement account. | understand
that this reduction may provide insuf-
ficient funding for Low Rate Initial
Production, significantly increase the
risk to full rate production, and may
mean that operationally deployed F/A-
18E/F aircraft will not have adequate
protection against radio frequency
guided missile threats. Therefore, |
would like to ask the Chairman for his
support in addressing this issue for
FYO01.

Mr. STEVENS. | appreciate the Sen-
ator’s concerns. My understanding is
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that the Navy planned to buy 30 Low
Rate Initial Production units. How-
ever, testing of the IDECM system oc-
curs throughout fiscal year 2001. The
operational evaluation of the IDECM
System will not be complete until
early in fiscal year 2002. The conferees
were concerned about a large LRIP buy
proceeding ahead of the test program.
The conference recommendation still
allows the Navy to buy 20 units, more
than the number required for the oper-
ational deployment. | will work with
you to review the test results and to
ensure that the LRIP program is ap-
propriate.

ALCOHOLISM RESEARCH

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from lowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | would
like to engage the Chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee and my col-
league from Alaska in a brief colloquy
concerning the Peer Reviewed Medical
Research Program that is funded again
this year in the Defense appropriations
bill. Would research proposals related
to alcoholism be appropriate for con-
sideration under the Peer Reviewed
Medical Research Program?

EXPLANATION OF PROJECT LEVEL ADJUSTMENTS

[In thousands of dollars]
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Mr. STEVENS. The Senator is cor-
rect. The conference report includes $50
million in funding for the Department
of Defense to conduct a Peer Reviewed
Medical Research Program to pursue
medical research projects of clear sci-
entific merit and direct relevance to
military health. Alcoholism research
would be an entirely appropriate can-
didate for funding consideration.

Mr. HARKIN. | thank the Senator.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, the
statement of the managers to accom-
pany the conference report on H.R. 4576
included a table to delineate the
projects recommended for funding in
the Defense Health Program. Unfortu-
nately, the information included in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and printed in
House Report 106-754 deleted one line
from the recommended list of projects.
To clarify the agreement of the con-
ferees, | ask unanimous consent that a
table taken from a copy of the official
papers which lists the actual agree-
ment be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Budget House Senate Conference
Operations and Maintenance:

Government Computer-Based Patient Records (10,000) (6,000)
Comprehensive breast cancer clinical care project [ Note: The conferees support continuation of a public/private effort, in coordination with a rural medical center and a

not-for-profit medical foundation, to provide a program in breast care risk assessment, diagnosis, treatment, and research for the Department of Defense. The pro-

gram shall be a coordinated effort among Walter Reed Army Medical Center, National Naval Medical Center, an appropriate non-profit medical foundation, and a

rural primary health care center, with funding management accomplished by the Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences.] [Transferred from RDT&EA] oo 7,000 7,000
Post-polio Syndrome [Transferred from RDT&E,N.] 3,000 3,000
Coronary/Prostate Disease Reversal [Transferred from RDT&E,N.] 6,000
Community Hospital Telehealth Consortium 1,000
Medicare Eligible Health Options Study 2,000
Claims P Initiative 3,600
Military Treatment Facilities Optimization 134,000
Reimbursement for Travel Expenses 15,000
Reduced Catastrophic Cap 32,000 .
Senior Pharmacy Benefit 94,000 .
Military retiree pharmacy benefit 137,000 .
Senior Pharmacy Increase 100,000
Outcomes Management Demonstration at WRAMC 10,000 10,000
Pacific Island Health Care Referral Program 8,000 8,000
Automated Clinical Practice Guideli 7,500 7,500
Hawaii Federal Health Care Network (PACMEDNET) 7,000 7,000
Clinical Coupler Demonstration Project 5,000 5,000
Center of Excellence for Disaster Management and Humanitarian Assistance [Transferred to 0&M, Navy.] 5000 s
Tri-Service Nursing R h Program 4,000 4,000
Defense and Veterans Head Injury Program 3500 e
Graduate School of Nursing 2,000 2,000
Brown Tree Snakes 1,000 1,000
Alaska Federal Health Care Network 1,000 1,000
Biomedical Research Center Feasibility Study 1,000 1,000
Oxford House DoD Pilot Project 750 750
Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences (6,300) (6,300)

R hand D 65,880 327,880 402,880 413,380

Head Injury Program ,000 . . 3,000
Joint U.S.-Norwegian Telemedicil 4,000 2,000
Cancer Research ([Note: Only for cancer research in the integrated areas of signal transduction, growth control and differentiation, molecular carcineogensis and DNA

repair, cancer genetics and gene therapy, and cancer invasion and angiogensis.] 6,000 s 5,500
Army Peer-Reviewed Breast Cancer Research Program 175,000 175,000 175,000
Army Peer-Reviewed Prostate Cancer R h Program 75,000 100,000 100,000
Ovarian Cancer R h Program 12,000 12,000
Peer Reviewed Medical Research Program 50,000 50,000

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, at my
request, the conferees added a $2 mil-
lion item to match a program that the
House had included. This program,
under the Research, Development, Test
and Evaluation, Navy Appropriation, is
listed under the Human Systems Tech-
nology Program as ‘‘Maritime Fire
Training/Barber’s Point”’.

This funding is to be available to en-
hance the ability of the Department of
Defense to meet its civilian crewing de-
mand and assist in maintaining a cadre

of qualified seafarers for times of na-
tional emergencies.

The Department of Defense is facing
a significantly smaller pool of Mer-
chant Mariners than existed in the
past. In recent Senate testimony, Vice
Admiral Gordon Holder, Commander of
the Military Sealift Command, identi-
fied the issue of Merchant Mariner
availability as a key issue to his com-
mand. Admiral Holder testified that
““MSC’s difficulty in recruiting and re-
taining a professional cadre of civil

service merchant mariners also ex-
tends to the U.S. Commercial Mer-
chant Fleet.”” Moreover, a recent study
by the National Defense Transpor-
tation Association has identified po-
tential merchant mariner shortages.
The new requirements of the standards
of training, certification, and
watchkeeping will have an impact on
our ability to maintain a qualified pool
of seafarers.
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The Pacific Theater is the fastest
growing sector for civilian U.S. Mer-
chant Mariners, with at least 2,500 ci-
vilian seafaring jobs coming online
over the next three years. To assist the
Department of Defense in meeting its

civilian merchant mariner require-
ments, the conferees provided this
funding. It is contemplated that the
funds will be used for a maritime fire
training facility at the Hawaii Na-
tional Guard Facilities at Barber’s

Point. The facility will be used to train
service component and civilian mer-
chant mariners.

Mr. REID. Thank you for your hard
work on this bill. This will provide the
funding necessary for a strong mili-
tary. | rise today to discuss one item
contained in the Defense Appropria-
tions Conference Report

The Conference Report includes lan-
guage under Drug Interdiction and
Counter-Drug Activities, Defense, Na-
tional Guard Counterdrug Support di-
recting that of the funding provided in
the Drug Interdiction and Counter-
Drug Activities account, $2,000,000
above the state allocation be provided
to the Nevada National Guard to allow
for the Counterdrug Reconnaissance
and Interdiction Detachment unit in
northern Nevada to expand operations
to southern Nevada.

I would like to clarify that the funds
for this project should be made avail-
able from the overall ‘““Drug Interdic-
tion and Counter-Drug Activities, De-
fense account of $869,000,000 and not
from the money allocated to the Na-
tional Guard Counter-Drug support
program, sometimes called the Gov-
ernor’s State Plan, which was also sep-
arately increased by $20,000,000 in the
bill. I believe that this is reasonably
clear from the language of the report,
but | wanted to ensure there was no
confusion. Is my description of the
breakdown of the funding correct?

Mr. STEVENS. Yes, your interpreta-
tion of the language is correct.

Mr. REID. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,
I appreciate your clarification and
again would like to thank you for your
good work on this bill and support of
the military.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, the
Department of Defense appropriations
conference report that the Senate will
pass today does not reflect the realities
of the post-Cold War world in which
our men and women in uniform serve
this country.

I want to state very clearly, Mr.
President, that my opposition to this
bill should not be interpreted as a lack
of support for our men and women in
uniform. Rather, what | cannot support
is the Cold War mentality that con-
tinues to permeate the United States
defense establishment.

| strongly support our Armed Forces
and the excellent work they are doing
to combat the new threats of the 21ist
century and beyond. However, I am
concerned that we are not giving our
forces the tools they need to combat
these emerging threats. Instead, this
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bill clings to the strategies and weap-
ons that we used to fight—and win—the
Cold War.

| say again today what | have said so
many times before. The Cold War is
over, Mr. President. It is time we
stopped fighting it.

For example, as my colleagues know,
| strongly support terminating produc-
tion under the Navy’s Trident Il sub-
marine-launched ballistic missile pro-
gram. During the recent consideration
of the Department of Defense author-
ization bill for fiscal year 2001, | offered
an amendment that would have termi-
nated production of this Cold War-era
weapon, which was designed specifi-
cally to be a first-strike strategic mis-
sile that would attack targets inside
the Soviet Union from waters off the
continental United States.

I deeply regret that the Senate did
not adopt this amendment, and that
production of the Trident Il missile
will continue for at least one more
year. This conference report includes
more than $433 million to purchase 12
more of these missiles, as well as an-
other $9.5 million in advanced procure-
ment funds for additional missiles the
Navy hopes to buy in future years.

It is beyond my comprehension why
the Navy needs more of these missiles
when it already has 372 in its arsenal.
Despite the fact that it already has ten
submarines that are fully equipped
with this devastating weapon, the
Navy wants to backfit four of its older
Trident | submarines with these newer
weapons. To achieve this, the Navy
wants to have a total of 425 of these
missiles, so the President continues to
request them in his budget. And the
Congress continues to spend the tax-
payers’ money on acquiring more Tri-
dent Il missiles even as the United
States negotiates further arms reduc-
tions with Russia.

I also continue to be deeply con-
cerned about the Pentagon’s procure-
ment strategy for tactical aircraft.
This conference report includes nearly
$2.8 billion for the multi-year procure-
ment of 42 of the Navy’s FA-18E/F air-
craft. My opinion on this program is
well known. | have not been shy about
highlighting the program’s myriad
flaws, not least of which is its inflated
cost compared to the marginal at best
improvement over the FA-18C/D air-
craft. | am troubled that the Depart-
ment of Defense and the Congress are
committing $2.8 billion in taxpayer
money to purchase 42 of these aircraft
when there are still so many design
problems that need to be overcome.
And this is just the first installment
for the taxpayers. The Navy hopes to
eventually have a fleet of 548 of these
aircraft.

The General Accounting Office con-
cluded in a report issued in May 2000
that the noise and vibration problems
with the aircraft’s wings, which the
Navy has known about since Sep-
tember 1997 but has not corrected, are
sufficient cause to delay multi-year
procurement of the FA-18E/F. GAO ar-
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gued that if this problem is not cor-
rected before full-rate production, cost-
ly retrofitting and redesign of the
wings will likely be necessary later.
The GAO report also outlined serious
problems with the plane’s engine. De-
spite GAO’s recommendation, and de-
spite the fact that, in a February 2000
report, the Department of Defense’s
own Commander of the Operational
Test and Evaluation Force found that
there are 27 major and 88 minor defi-
ciencies in the aircraft, and that five of
the major deficiencies concern its aero-
dynamic performance, the Pentagon
has chosen to move forward with this
costly multi-year procurement.

In my view, Mr. President, the De-
partment of Defense should have been
absolutely sure this aircraft’s design
problems were addressed before begin-
ning a multi-year procurement process.
I continue to have serious concerns
with the safety, effectiveness, and cost
of this plane. 1 will continue monitor
closely this procurement, including at-
tempts to resolve the problems out-
lined by GAO, and | will continue to
scrutinize future appropriations re-
quests for this program.

The Cold War-era Trident Il missile
and the new FA-18E/F aircraft are just
two of the many examples of question-
able spending in this bloated Defense
Appropriations bill.

Mr. President, this debate is really
one about priorities. Of course all of
the members of this body would agree
that we must maintain a strong na-
tional defense. Our debate should be
about how we can best maintain a
strong defense, modernize our forces to
respond to the new threats of the 21st
century, adequately compensate our
men and women in uniform, and reign
in the out of control defense spending
that continues to line the pockets of
contractors around this country.

And it is high time that the Pen-
tagon rethink its priorities. | am ut-
terly appalled that at a time when
members of our Armed Forces are on
food stamps that this body tabled, by a
65-32 vote, an amendment offered by
the Senator from California [Mrs.
BOXER] to strike a provision in the
Senate version of this bill which would
allow the Secretaries of the Army and
the Navy to spend taxpayers’ money to
lease nine so-called ‘“‘operational sup-
port aircraft.”” These aircraft are actu-
ally luxury jets that are used to trans-
port high-level military officers. This
provision, which was included in the
pending conference report, will allow
nine more of these jets to be leased,
three each for the Army, Navy, and
Marine Corps. The General Accounting
Office has argued that such a lease is
costly and unnecessary.

Mr. President, this bill exceeds the
fiscal year 2000 level by nearly $20 bil-
lion. The Congress has given the Pen-
tagon $3.3 billion more than it says it
needs to defend this country. The Con-
gress has added aircraft and ships that
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the Pentagon did not request, and
added spending in other areas, and
somehow has not yet managed to fully
fund the National Guard.

Mr. President, as | have said time
and time again, there are millions upon
millions of dollars in this bill that are
being spent on out-dated or question-
able or unwanted programs. This
money would be better spent on pro-
grams that truly improve our readiness
and modernize our Armed Forces in-
stead of on programs that continue to
defend us against the hammer and
sickle that no longer looms across the
ocean. This money also would be better
spent on efforts to improve the morale
of our forces, such fully manning and
adequately compensating our National
Guard; ensuring that all of our men
and women in uniform have a decent
standard of living; or providing better
housing for our Armed Forces and their
families.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, | rise to
voice my objection to a particular pro-
vision of the Fiscal Year 2001 Defense
Appropriation Act. Overall, | believe
this legislation does much to meet the
needs of the U.S. military. However, |
believe that a provision relating to the
procurement of C130Js sets a dangerous
precedent which may jeopardize the
military readiness of our nation.

The Air Force requested two C130J
aircraft in the FYO0l budget. No other
aircraft presently in the Air Force in-
ventory can do what the C130 does. It is
capable of taking cargo into small, un-
improved airfields where larger, jet en-
gine aircraft are not capable nor de-
signed to go. The C130 is our only
“intra theater” airlift, unlike the C17s,
C141s and C5 which are “‘inter theater”’
airlift.

Each year that the Air Force has re-
ceived appropriations for C130Js, it has
assigned the aircraft to those units in
its total force which were in greatest
need. In 1978, the Air National Guard
even developed sound guidelines, based
on objective criteria, to ensure that
the units with the most aged and cor-
roded aircraft received replacements
first. This allocation method has been
fair and effective and ensured that all
units of our Air Force are modernized
in an appropriate manner.

For the past twenty-one years the
Air Force has had the authority to de-
termine where newly acquired aircraft
were assigned—and the units most in
need received the planes. However,
many units are still flying planes
which first flew in Vietnam and are
rapidly reaching the end of their useful
service life.

This year, however, the Defense Ap-
propriations Act directs that the two
C130Js go to Western States Air Na-
tional Guard units for firefighting.
First, let me say that | am sympa-
thetic to anyone at risk for forest fire
damage. However, | question whether
firefighting should be the determining
factor for the allocation of military
aircraft, particularly when the aircraft
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in this bill would be used to replace ex-
isting firefighting aircraft. Secondly,
the designation of these aircraft for
Western States deviates from the
guidelines which the National Guard
designed and has followed for the past
twenty years. These aircraft units are
not at the top of the Air Force’s pri-
ority replacement plan. Lastly, and
most importantly, the inclusion of this
directive language could set a very bad
precedent. This would be the first time
Congress has usurped the authority of
the Air Force in determining which
units should receive new C130 aircraft.

It is my hope that this provision is
an exception to the rule and that next
year the Congress will not override the
decision of the Air Force to allocate
aircraft based on an objective evalua-
tion of need. | hope that, and will work
to ensure that, Congress allows the Air
Force to exercise its judgement in de-
ciding which units should be modern-
ized with any aircraft approved in the
budget process. To do otherwise raises
serious doubts about our commitment
to military readiness.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I am sup-
porting the fiscal year 2001 Defense Ap-
propriations Act with a very mixed
sense of frustrated resignation and ex-
pectant hope for the way we are
resourcing our national defense. A
major source of frustration this year is
that we will have missed yet another
opportunity through the decision made
in the budget process to meet our new,
growing or neglected national security
requirements.

We should have been able to fix our
military medical health care system
and keep our promise of health care to
thousands of military retirees who feel
they have been cheated by the nation.
We should have been able to raise the
pay of our service members to bring it
more in line with the private sector
faster. We should have been able to
fund our dangerous ship and aircraft
maintenance backlogs. We should have
been able to lay the foundation for in-
creasing our ship construction rate to
ensure we keep our 300-ship Navy
strong and ready. We should have been
able to increase our funding of basic
science and technology to set the con-
ditions for the rapid development of
the next generations of ships, aircraft,
and land combat forces.

It is a source of continuing dis-
appointment to me that there is still
too much parochial, pork-barrel spend-
ing in the defense appropriation proc-
ess. Last year, the Defense Appropria-
tions bill was so overburdened with
pork, | voted against it in protest. In-
creasing defense spending, so necessary
to the demands of our national secu-
rity today and into the future, will not
improve our military capability and
readiness if money is funneled into
projects that serve parochial interests,
not the national interest.

My views on the need to increase de-
fense spending and my objections to
pork-barrel spending are well known
and | regret the missed opportunity
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this appropriation represents. Yet, hav-
ing said that, there are many elements
of this defense appropriations act that
are critically important and which 1
fully support. This appropriation con-
tinues the trend and our commitment
in the Congress to increase spending
for our national defense—$15 billion
above last year’s appropriation and $3.3
billion above the President’s request.
Most importantly, it does more to take
care of our most important national se-
curity resource—people. This appro-
priation increases pay for our service
men and women by 3.7 percent, in-
creases housing allowances for military
families, increases quality of life en-
hancements, and increases enlistment

and retention bonuses to deal with
critical challenges in personnel.
This appropriation supports impor-

tant ship construction and mainte-
nance requirements to keep our Navy
strong and ready. It provides full fund-
ing, $4.1 billion, for our next aircraft
carrier CVN-77 and $1.7 billion for pro-
curement of a third Virginia Class for
New Attack submarines. Very impor-
tantly, this appropriation increases the
President’s request for ship depot
maintenance by $142 million, and ap-
propriately makes these funds imme-
diately available to the Navy as a mat-
ter of emergency to deal with a critical
ship repair backlog.

We need to take a lesson from this
session’s consideration of how Congress
provides for the common defense. We
need to take advantage of historic
budget surpluses to objectively and ag-
gressively deal with the challenges of
defending America’s interests in a still
very dangerous world. We need take ad-
vantage of a political and popular will-
ingness to invest in today’s and tomor-
row’s security and ensure that we fully
resource our armed force’s require-
ments for a good quality of life, train-
ing, equipment, maintenance, and mod-
ernization. Finally, Mr. President, we
need to take advantage of an oppor-
tunity to keep our promise of health
care to the thousands of military retir-
ees who gave the best years of their
lives to the defense of this nation. | re-
gret we missed this opportunity, but on
balance, this bill satisfies many of our
national security requirements, and
merits support.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, | am
authorized to do so, and | yield the re-
mainder of the time of the Senator
from West Virginia, Mr. BYRD.

Mr. President, has all time now been
yielded?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has.

Mr. STEVENS. The time set for the
vote on this bill is 3:15. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. STEVENS. | thank the Chair.

| suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
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Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ENERGY AND WATER
APPROPRIATIONS

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, | rise
to express my concern and the con-
cerns of my constituents regarding
Section 204 of the FY 2001 Energy and
Water Appropriations legislation now
before us, the provision which affects
the conservation of the silvery min-
now. News of the showdown between
federal and state agencies over the con-
servation of this fish on the Rio Grande
has reached my state. My constituents
are now concerned, Mr. President,
about the impact this language will
have on the future survival of this spe-
cies, as well as the precedent that lan-
guage of this type will have on the im-
plementation of the Endangered Spe-
cies Act in Wisconsin and across the
country. They are so concerned, that
on July 22, 2000 a constituent drove
from Madison to a fair in Waukesha to
speak to me about this matter and
missed me by minutes. When constitu-
ents are that concerned, | have to bring
it to the attention of other members of
this body.

The White House on Friday threat-
ened to veto the Energy and Water De-
velopment bill, in part because of this
provision that could prevent protection
of the endangered Rio Grande silvery
minnow.

I am concerned, Mr. President, that
we would be seeking to take this action
in this bill because, while we are here
in Washington, in Albuquerque, fed-
eral, state, and environmental lawyers
are continuing a federal court-ordered
mediation. This mediation is seeking
something much more important than
legislative ink on the page, Mr. Presi-
dent, rather it seeks river water for the
minnow before its critical habitat runs
dry—unfortunately it could run dry po-
tentially as soon as next week.

The Department of Interior, through
its U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and
Bureau of Reclamation, is trying to
keep the minnow from oblivion.

Let me explain my concerns, Mr.
President. They are concerned that
Section 204 would prevent the Bureau
of Reclamation from using any funds
to open irrigation dams. It is the open-
ing of those dams that would provide
direct river flow to sustain the min-
now. | understand that earlier this
month, the Bureau of Reclamation
caused concern within the irrigation
district with its legal opinion that the
government owns the dams.

I understand that legal ownership
and contractual and other water rights
issues in the West are extremely con-
tentious. | am grateful to come from a
riparian water rights state, and to
avoid these kinds of disputes in Wis-
consin. But, I'll tell you, Mr. President,
Wisconsinites expect that Congress will
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stay out of this legal wrangling when a
species’ survival is at stake.

These dams help divert the flow of
the river to some 10,000 farmers of the
Middle Rio Grande Conservancy Dis-
trict. The conservancy district holds
long-standing rights to the water under
state law, which does not recognize in-
stream flow for fish as a beneficial use.
But the Bureau of Reclamation has
told the conservancy district that the
dams must be operated so an in-stream
flow of at least 300 cubic feet per sec-
ond can sustain a ‘“last stand’ sur-
viving population of minnows down-
stream.

The White House has said ‘‘the Ad-
ministration strongly objects to provi-
sions included in the Senate bill”’ that
would “‘severly constrain’ the govern-
ment’s efforts to protect and sustain
the minnow. Moreover the Office of
Management and Budget has said that
““‘adequate flows” must be ensured on
the Rio Grande and warned that a
“failure to protect the minnow this
year could lead to its extinction.”

Mr. President, my constituents want
the water managers and environ-
mentalists to continue the court or-
dered mediation they have begun. The
parties to the mediation are environ-
mental groups; the conservancy dis-
trict; the Bureau of Reclamation; the
state water engineer; and the city of
Albuquerque.

The Rio Grande silvery minnow oc-
curs only in the middle Rio Grande.
Threats to the species include
dewatering, channelization and regula-
tion of river flow to provide water for
irrigation; diminished water quality
caused by municipal, industrial, and
agricultural discharges; and competi-
tion or predation by introduced non-
native fish species. Currently, the spe-
cies occupies about five percent of its
known historic range.

This species was historically one of
the most abundant and widespread
fishes in the Rio Grande basin, occur-
ring from New Mexico, to the Gulf of
Mexico. It was also found in the Pecos
River, a major tributary of the Rio
Grande, from Santa Rosa, New Mexico,
downstream to its confluence with the
Rio Grande in south Texas. It is now
completely extinct in the Pecos River
and its numbers have severely declined
within the Rio Grande.

Decline of the species in the Rio
Grande probably began as early as the
beginning of the 20th century when
water manipulation began along the
Rio Grande. Elephant Butte was the
first of five major dams constructed
within the silvery minnow’s habitat.
These dams allow the flow of the river
to be manipulated and diverted for the
benefit of agriculture. As times this
manipulation resulted in the
dewatering of some river reaches and
elimination of all fish. Concurrent with
construction of these dams, there was
an increase in the abundance of non-
native and exotic fish species, as these
species were stocked into the res-
ervoirs created by the dams. Once es-
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tablished, these species often out com-
peted the native fish.

The only existing population of min-
now continues to be threatened by an-
nual dewatering of a large percentage
of its habiat. My constituents want to
be assured that their future survival is
not threatened by legislative action.
That is why | have strong concerns
about this provision and would like to
see that it is removed from the bill.

| yield the floor and | suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 2912

Mr. REID. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that, notwithstanding
rule XXII, the Senate proceed to the
consideration of S. 2912.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my
capacity as a Senator from Illinois, |
object.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I am dis-
appointed that there has been an objec-
tion, but I am not surprised.

| say to my friend from Massachu-
setts, who is on the floor, who has been
a leader on these issues for 35 years—
that is, in trying to establish some
fairness in immigration policy.

Mr. KENNEDY. If the Senator would
be good enough to yield.

Mr. REID. | am happy to yield to my
friend from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. It is a privilege to
join my colleagues in introducing the
“Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act of
2000.”” This important legislation will
help re-establish fairness and balance
in our immigration laws by making it
fairer to apply for green cards, advanc-
ing the date for registry from 1972 to
1986, and providing equal treatment for
Central American and Haitian immi-
grants.

Our legislation will also provide fair-
ness for immigrants from Central
American countries and Haiti. In 1997,
Congress granted permanent residence
to Nicaraguans and Cubans who had
fled from dictatorships in those two
countries. But it excluded many other
Central Americans and Haitians facing
similar conditions. The legislation will
eliminate this unfair disparity by ex-
tending the provisions of the 1997 Act
to all immigrants from Central Amer-
ica and Haiti.

By providing parity, we will help in-
dividuals such as Gheycell, who came
to the United States at the age of 12
with her father and sister from worn-
torn Guatemala. She went to school
here, and became active in her commu-
nity. In high school, she formed a club
that helped the homeless in Los Ange-
les. She is now attending college. Her
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family applied for asylum and all were
given work permits. They now qualify
for permanent residence. But because
Gheyecell is 21, she no longer qualifies,
and risks being deported to Guatemala.
Under our proposal, she will be able to
remain in the United States with her
family and continue her education.

The legislation will also change the
registry cut-off date so that undocu-
mented immigrants who have been re-
siding in this country since before 1986
can remain in the United States per-
manently. The registry date has peri-
odically been updated since the 1920’s
to reflect the importance of allowing
long-time, deeply-rooted immigrants
who are contributing to this country to
obtain permanent residence status and
eventually become citizens.

These issues are matters of simple
justice. The Latino and Immigrant
Fairness Act is strongly supported by a
broad coalition of business, labor, reli-
gious, Latino and other immigrant or-
ganizations. Conservative supporters
include Americans for Tax Reform and
Empower America. Labor supporters
include the AFL-CIO, the Union of
Needletrades and Industrial Textile
Employees, and the Service Employees
International Union. Business sup-
porters include the National Res-
taurant Association and the American
Health Care Association.

All of the major Latino organizations
support the bill, including the Mexican
American Legal Defense and Edu-
cational Fund, the National Council of
La Raza, the League of United Latin
American Citizens, and the National
Association of Latino Elected and Ap-
pointed Officials. Religious organiza-
tions supporting the bill include the
U.S. Catholic Conference, the Anti-Def-
amation League, and the Lutheran Im-
migration and Refugee Services. Mem-
bers of these groups agree that immi-
grants are an important asset for the
economy, and that by enabling them to
become permanent residents, they will
be freed from exploitation.

This legislation will adjust the status
of thousands of workers already in the
U.S. and authorize them to work. This
policy is good for families and good for
this country. It will correct past gov-
ernment mistakes that have kept
countless hard-working immigrant
families in a bureaucratic limbo far too
long. In taking these steps, Congress
will restore fairness to our immigra-
tion laws and help sustain our eco-
nomic prosperity.

I understand, we are coming into the
last day of this particular session of
this Congress. We will have approxi-
mately 4 weeks when we return. But we
are running into the last days.

The Senator from Nevada was asking
for consideration—since we have been
in a quorum call, we probably do have
the time to deal with these issues,
which are not new issues—that we take
the steps to try to provide some simple
justice for many of our fellow citizens
and workers here in the United States
who have, because of the failure of ac-
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tion by Congress, or because of the par-
ticular decisions of the courts, been de-
nied fairness in their treatment before
the law.

I would like to ask the Senator from
Nevada if he remembers the time,
about 3 years ago, when we saw action
taken in order to permit permanent
resident status for Nicaraguans and
Cubans. And yet, at least at that time,
there were solemn guarantees that we
were going to be able to have similar
consideration for Guatemalans, El Sal-
vadorans, Haitians, the other Central
Americans who have been involved in
similar kinds of conflict.

There was a unified position within
the community that—because of the
turmoil, because of the dangers to
many of those people in returning to
their country, dangers of retribution—
that we ought to give them at least the
opportunity for permanent resident
status. A decision was made at that
time to only do it for the Nicaraguans
and the Cubans. But there was the
promise that we were going to do it for
the rest of the Central Americans.

This effort by the Senator from Ne-
vada basically says: we made the prom-
ise. We gave the guarantee to these in-
dividuals. This is an effort by the Sen-
ator from Nevada to make sure that
Nicaraguans, Cubans, Haitians, Guate-
malans, and El Salvadorans are treated
fairly and treated the same.

Is that one of the efforts that the
good Senator is attempting to achieve?

Mr. REID. | respond to my friend
from Massachusetts, that is true. We
were promised. It was not a question
that we would work on it. We were
given every assurance that Haitians,
Central Americans, people who lived
under some of the most oppressive re-
gimes in the history of their countries,
would be granted the same privileges
that the Cubans and Nicaraguans re-
ceived. | was happy that the Cubans
and Nicaraguans received basic fair-
ness.

However, | say to my friend from
Massachusetts, we are not asking for
anything that is outlandish or new.
This is the way America has been con-
ducting its immigration policy since
the birth of our republic. Is that not
true?

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor-
rect. At this time, our fellow citizens
ought to understand that if you are
Guatemalan, El Salvadoran—someone
who has been involved in the conflict
in that region over the years and is
now in the United States—you go off to
work in the morning, and you may be
married to an American wife, and you
may have children who are Americans,
and you can be picked up and deported,
while the person who is working right
next to you in the same shop may have
been born 5 miles away but will have
the protections of law.

Does that seem fair to the Senator
from Nevada?

Mr. REID. No, it does not seem fair,
| say to my friend from Massachusetts.
It does not seem any more fair than a
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story | will tell the Senator, which he
has heard me tell before. It is a story
that is embedded in my heart and
which has prompted me to speak out
on these issues.

Secretary Richardson and | visited a
community center in Las Vegas. We
were told to go in through the back-
door because there were people outside
who were demonstrating. 1 say to my
friend from Massachusetts, we decided
that we would not going through the
backdoor.

These people that were dem-
onstrating were good American people
who were there saying: | am married to
someone from Mexico, or El Salvador,
or Guatemala. They were saying: We
have children who have been born in
this country. They have taken my hus-
band’s work card away from him. He
can no longer make payments on our
house, our car.

Other people | talked to, they had
lost their houses, they had been evicted
from their homes, they had lost their
jobs. And those jobs are not that easy
to fill in Las Vegas.

| say to my friend, | believe that jus-
tice calls out for this. We hear terms
such as ‘““fairness’ and ‘‘social justice.”
Those terms are spoken on this floor a
lot. But sometimes they are only
words. To the people Bill Richardson
and | met with in Las Vegas, however,
these are more than words. These peo-
ple, if the legislation we are trying to
consider today was passed, would be
able to have the satisfaction that their
husbands or wives could go back to
work, that their children would have
parents who were legally employed,
that they could live in their own home,
and pay their taxes.

So | say to my friend from Massachu-
setts, who, | repeat, has been a leader
on these issues for more than 30 years,
that we not only have to do something
about NACARA, which would give par-
ity to Central Americans and Haitians,
but also the legislation which | have
introduced which would change the
date of registry from 1972 to 1986. We
have people here who have kids who
have graduated from high school—
American citizens. They are deporting
the fathers and mothers of these chil-
dren.

I would also say to my friend from
Massachusetts that the date of registry
has been in effect in this country for
decades. Since 1929, we have changed
the date of registry several times. | re-
peat, this isn’t something we are doing
that is unique or outlandish or bizarre.
It is something that has been done for
decades upon decades in this country.

Mr. KENNEDY. The part of this pro-
posal that the Senator was trying to
have before the Senate is really to
equalize the treatment of those in Cen-
tral America and Haiti with those from
Nicaragua and Cuba because of the as-
surances that were given.

The Senator has talked about the
registry which has been periodically
updated since the 1920s, to reflect the
importance of allowing long-time,
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deeply rooted immigrants who are con-
tributing to the country to obtain per-
manent resident status and eventually
become citizens.

Consider the case of Adriana, who
came to the United States with her
parents in 1981. In 1986, her family be-
came eligible for legalization, since
they had arrived here before 1982. They
completed their applications and at-
tempted to submit them to the INS.
However, the INS erroneously declared
them ineligible because they had brief-
ly left the country in 1985. That year,
Adriana and her parents had returned
to their native land to visit her dying
grandmother. They returned to the
United States on tourist visas. In 1989,
Adriana learned that the INS had been
wrong in denying their right to apply
for legalization. They successfully
challenged the INS action, but because
of changes in 1996, the family is still in
legal limbo. Adriana’s dream of becom-
ing a special education teacher is on
hold, and every day she lives in fear of
deportation.

Here is a person who, under the law,
under the holdings, should be per-
mitted to remain in the United States
permanently but is being denied that
because of some legal impediments. |
understand that the Senator’s proposal
effectively says to those who have been
adjudicated in courts of law, which is
the basis of this legislation, that those
courts of law holdings should be upheld
legislatively here in the Senate. Isn’t
that effectively what the second provi-
sion of the Senator’s proposal would
do?

Mr. REID. That is absolutely true.
The Senator graphically painted a pic-
ture for us of Adriana. The sad part
about that story is, it doesn’t end with
Adriana.

I went to a little place in rural Ne-
vada a number of years ago called
Smith Valley, a farming community in
northwestern Nevada. After | gave my
speech to the high school students, this
very attractive, very bright-eyed
young lady said: Senator, could | speak
to you alone? | said: Sure. And this
young lady proceeded to tell me what
her family had gone through and how
she, one of the top two or three kids in
her graduating class, now could not go
to college because she couldn’t get
loans because her parents’ status need-
ed to be readjusted. The story of
Adriana is one of hundreds of thou-
sands, if not millions, of stories of un-
fairness faced by people in this coun-
try.

We in America pride ourselves on
being fair. This is unfair. What we are
doing to these people is un-American.
These are people who are already
American in many ways: They have
spouses. They are families: a husband,
a wife, a father, a mother who are
American; many of the children are
American citizens. In the process,
somebody has been left out. We want to
bring them in. We pride ourselves on
doing everything we can to be family
friendly. It would truly be family
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friendly to unite some of these immi-
grant families.

Mr. KENNEDY. There are three
major provisions in the legislation. The
other important part of the bill is what
is called 245(i), which was a section of
the immigration bill that should not
have been allowed to expire in 1997. It
had been in effect for years. Then it
was allowed to expire. All we are try-
ing to do is give it some life again be-
cause it had been so successful prior to
that time. This provision would permit
immigrants eligible to become perma-
nent residents to apply for green cards
here in the United States for a $1,000
fee, instead of being forced to return to
their native land to apply. The fee was
a significant source of funds for INS
enforcement and for the processing of
applications. Section 245(i) is pro-fam-
ily and pro-business. It allows immi-
grants with close family members in
this country to remain here and apply
for permanent residence. It enables
businesses to keep valuable employees,
and it provides INS with millions of
dollars in additional revenues each
year, at no cost to taxpayers.

Restoring the ability to apply for
green cards in this country also allevi-
ates other unnecessarily harsh provi-
sions in the law which bar these immi-
grants from returning to the United
States for up to 10 years.

Consider the case of Norma, who en-
tered the United States from Mexico,
settled in North Carolina, and married
a U.S. citizen. They have been married
for 2 years, have a child, and are ex-
pecting another this fall. They recently
purchased a new home for their grow-
ing family. Norma and her husband are
troubled over what to do about her im-
migration status. She can stay here
and risk being deported. Or she can re-
turn to Mexico to apply for an immi-
grant visa, but she would be barred
from re-entering the United States for
10 years. That is the current law, 10
years. The restoration of section 245(1)
will allow this new family to stay to-
gether. Until then, she remains here in
legal limbo, unable to become a perma-
nent resident.

Section 245(1) had been in effect for 8
years without any kind of abuses. | re-
member the hearings we had on the
1996 act. | was amazed when this was
added. | fought it, voted against it, but
it was put into law. The restoration of
section 245(1) will allow this new fam-
ily to stay together. Until then, she re-
mains here in legal limbo, unable to
become a permanent resident, and
risks being deported.

We describe it as 245(1), but this is a
real family. These are real cases, real
cases of family unity. It is something
that is closely related to how parents
are going to be able to deal with their
children.

In talking about the registry, these
are individuals who should be entitled
to remain here under court order be-
cause they comply legally, but because
there was a mix-up in the INS, they
have been denied that opportunity. We
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are trying to bring justice to them, jus-
tice and fairness to Central Americans,
and treat them equally. These don’t
seem to me to be very complex issues.
These issues do not demand a great
deal of time in order to be able to un-
derstand them or to debate them.
These issues, it seems to me, should be
very comprehensible to Members of the
Senate.

I understand the Senator from Ne-
vada is attempting to say: as we come
to the end of this session we have been
unable to get these matters to the floor
because of a range of different activi-
ties. Now, in the final days, as a matter
of simple fairness, as a matter of fam-
ily policy, as a matter of common
sense, as a matter of continuing our
commitment to these individuals, and
as a matter of basic and fundamental
justice, we ought to take this action. Is
that the position of the Senator from
Nevada?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, | don’t
know the case of Norma. The Senator
has again painted a very vivid picture.
I personally have been acquainted with
case after case out of my Las Vegas
and Reno offices, the same kind of
cases. We can change the name, but
they are tragic stories. Remember, we
are not saying grant citizenship to
somebody who is not entitled to it. We
are saying, don’t send them back to the
country they go to for a silly clerical
revisit. We think the law should be
that if they are eligible for citizenship,
let them apply, and remain in the
United States with their families and
loved ones.

If we look at our own personal back-
grounds, these issues become pretty
personal. My father-in-law was born in
Russia, my grandmother in England.
People need to be treated fairly. Thank
goodness my father-in-law and his fam-
ily were able to work through the bu-
reaucratic programs we have here in
the United States and, as a result of
that, my wife is an American citizen.

We are dealing with people’s lives,
people such as my father-in-law. All
they wanted to do was come to Amer-
ica. They were oppressed in Russia.

Mr. KENNEDY. That is a very mov-
ing story.

| see others who want to address the
Senate. Let me ask the Senator a final
question. Does the Senator hope the
Republican leadership will come and
either explain their objection to con-
sidering and taking action on these
issues, or at least that the Republican
leadership will give the Senator the as-
surance that we will bring this up after
the completion of the debate on the
China trade issue by, say, mid-Sep-
tember? The Senator would certainly
welcome that, would he not? And if we
are not able to get those kinds of as-
surances, the silence by the Republican
leadership in addressing this issue, |
think, would be very significant in-
deed.

We all know what is happening
around here. | think if the leadership
gave assurances to the Senator from
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Nevada and most importantly, to the
many families in this country affected
by our unfair immigration laws, that
we will consider this legislation—would
the Senator not agree with me—that
that would be an enormous step for-
ward and magnificent progress? But if
we are not able to get those assur-
ances, how does the Senator interpret
the silence of the leadership on this
issue?

Mr. REID. Mr. President, | would go
one step beyond what my friend from
Massachusetts has said. | call upon
Governor George W. Bush, who goes
around the country and even speaks in
Spanish once in a while, talking about
how compassionate he is, and how im-
portant the priorities of the Latino
community are to him. I want him to
speak out and say to my colleagues,
the Republican leadership in the Con-
gress, let’s vote on these issues because
they are about fairness. Let’s take up
and pass these reasonable provisions. If
he is really compassionate, there is no
area that deserves more compassion
than what we are trying to do in this
legislation. Not only do | call upon the
Republican leadership to allow us to
vote on these matters, | call upon the
Republican nominee for President of
the United States to speak out pub-
licly. Is he for or against what we are
trying to do?

Mr. KENNEDY. Is the Senator sug-
gesting he’ll call upon Governor Bush
and the Republican leadership in the
House and Senate and say that this is
something that needs to be supported,
that this is something that is a pri-
ority with 4 weeks left in this session
and that he hopes very much that the
leadership will bring this up for final
action?

Mr. REID. The Vice President of the
United States has put it in writing that
he supports this. Vice President GORE
put it in writing that he supports the
provisions of the Latino and Immi-
grant Fairness Act.

I hope we can move forward with this
legislation. There has been much talk
about H-1B visa, and | believe that this
legislation is very important. We live
in a high-tech society. We want to
move forward to try to meet our obli-
gations. But let’s not think we are
going to lay over on these issues, which
are issues of basic fairness, because of
threats on the other side that we are
not going to be able to do H-1B. Basic
fairness dictates that we do both of
them. And, we can if the Republicans
would just allow us to move forward.

Mr. KENNEDY. | agree. | think we
can and we should do both of them. We
can do them very quickly. We have had
the hearings in the Judiciary Com-
mittee. The Judiciary Committee
members understand these issues. They
can help provide information to our
colleagues if they are in doubt. But the
compelling need for action in these
areas is just extraordinary.

I hope my friend and colleague from
Nevada is not going to just end with
this challenge. | hope he will continue
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to work, and | certainly will join him,
as many colleagues will, and try to get
action. We are unable to get the action
today, but we have time remaining. |
want to say | look forward to working
with him to make sure we get action
one way or another, hopefully with the
support of the Republican leadership.
But if we are not able to have that sup-
port, I hope at least they will get out
of the way so we can give justice to
these very fine individuals.

| thank the Senator.

Mr. REID. I close by publicly express-
ing my appreciation to the Senator
from Massachusetts for his clear and
consistent understanding of what fair-
ness is. Also, | assure him that we have
just begun to fight.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington is recognized.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

HOW WE CAN MOVE BEYOND THE
FALSE DEBATE AND ON TO
REAL SALMON RECOVERY

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, for
several years the people of the Pacific
Northwest have been working to save
several wild salmon and steelhead runs
that are currently threatened with ex-
tinction.

Today, the administration presented
a number of proposals for how we can
recover these species.

Specifically, the administration re-
leased its draft biological opinion for
technical review by the four affected
States and the region’s tribes.

The administration also released an
updated All-H paper—also known as
the Basin-wide Recovery Strategy.

This paper details proposals in the
areas of hatchery reform, harvest lev-
els, hydroelectric power generation,
and habitat recovery.

| take this opportunity to talk about
how we can work together to restore
the threatened and endangers species
of the Columbia Basin.

From the ancient history of Native
Americans to the explorations of Lewis
and Clark nearly 200 years ago, the
natural bounty of the Pacific North-
west has always been a source of pride.

We have been blessed with great riv-
ers—including the Columbia, the
Yakima and the Snake. Over the years,
we have drawn from these rivers.

Dams have provided us with vital hy-
droelectric power—forever improving
the quality of life in our region and
providing an engine for our robust eco-
nomic development.

These rivers have helped generations
of farmers from Longview to Walla
Walla by providing water for irriga-
tion. And, they have provided a watery
highway, allowing us to bring our prod-
ucts to market.

Clearly, Washington state has bene-
fitted from our rivers and natural re-
sources.
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I am proud that today we are home
to the best airplane manufacturer in
the world. We are home to the best
software company in the world. We
grow the best apples. Mr. President,
our future is bright.

But Mr. President, this progress has
come at a price. Our wild salmon
stocks are struggling. In fact, the Na-
tional Marine Fisheries Service has
listed 12 wild salmon and steelhead
stocks in the Columbia basin as threat-
ened or endangered.

In addition, several butt-trout and
sturgeon populations are also threat-
ened.

Let me be clear. Those listings mean
that right now—we are on the path of
extinction.

So the question before us is: Do we
have the will to come together and
choose a different path—the path of re-
covery?

| believe that we do. | believe that
the ingenuity and optimism of the peo-
ple of Washington State will allow us
to meet this challenge.

And | am proud of the tough deci-
sions that people all across my State—
from farmers and Native Americans to
sport fishermen and the fishing indus-
try—have made so far.

But it will be difficult. Unfortu-
nately, the current debate about saving
salmon makes finding a real solution
even more difficult.

The debate today is too short-sight-
ed, it is too narrow, and it’s too par-
tisan.

When | say the debate has been
short-sighted, | mean that this isn’t an
issue that’s going to be resolved in one
month or one year or even one genera-
tion.

We are dealing with an issue that has
a long history.

In the Pacific Northwest, salmon are
part of our heritage, our culture and
our economy.

We know from the oral history of Na-
tive Americans the significance that
salmon played in the lives of North-
westerners as long as 12,000 years ago.

The question before us today is: Will
salmon still spawn in these rivers in
the next 1,000 years, the next 100 years,
or even 10 years from now?

Salmon are a link to our past, and if
they are going to be part of our future,
we will have to find solutions that look
beyond the next season or the next
election.

I am committed to make sure we
take the long view when it comes to
saving salmon.

In addition, the debate has been too
narrow. If someone from another part
of the country heard the debate, they
would think that only one thing affects
salmon—dams.

We know that dams are just one of
four factors that affect salmon. It may
help to think of the challenge before us
as a table—a table with four legs.

Each one of those legs must hold its
share of the weight. If one leg is too
short, the table will be out of balance.
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We know that salmon are impacted
by four variables. They are hydro-
power, hatcheries, harvest, and habi-
tat.

Let me start with hydropower—or
dams.

Mr. President, | have long said that
we need to develop and implement a
comprehensive recovery strategy be-
fore we consider the removal of dams.

I am pleased that the administration
has taken this first step forward and
provided the foundation for such a
plan.

I am also pleased that in doing so the
administration is clearly moving us be-
yond the false debate of dams or no
dams.

The issue has never been that simple.
To be sure, the Ice Harbor, Lower Mon-
umental, Little Goose, and Lower
Granite dams have—like other dams
throughout the region—hampered the
ability of salmon to migrate from their
original river homes, to the ocean, and
back again to spawn.

The reality is that we have 12 listed
species throughout the Columbia basin.
Four of these stocks are in the Snake
River. The other eight are on the Co-
lumbia and Willamette Rivers.

Removal of the Snake River dams is
of minimal value to the recovery of the
eight listed Columbia and Willamette
runs.

Furthermore, while removal of the
dams would benefit the Snake runs,
NMFS has found removal may not be
necessary for recovery and that re-
moval alone would probably not be suf-
ficient.

We still have to deal with the issues
related to recovering these particular
stocks and the hydro system needs to
be examined and upgraded to ease fish
passage to and from the ocean.

We need to address the challenges
posed dams pose for fish survival.

We must employ a comprehensive,
basin-wide approach that, regardless of
the ultimate decision regarding the
dams, addresses all of the complex
issues surrounding salmon recovery.

Mr. President, | fear that some who
have focused solely on dam removal
have failed to consider what will be
necessary under a comprehensive re-
covery approach.

We need to, as the administration’s
draft plan suggests, establish perform-
ance standards for recovery, and we
need to achieve those goals.

Bypassing the dams will remain a
subject to this debate if we fail to ag-
gressively tackle the issues related to
survival of fish through the hydro sys-
tem. It is a reality we must deal with.

Next I'd like to turn to the second
factor that affects salmon recovery—
hatcheries.

We must minimize the impacts of
hatchery practices that present chal-
lenges to the wild stocks, namely: the
introduction of disease; competition
for food; and dilution of the gene pool.

Further, as the administration sug-
gests, there is a possibility that we
could use hatcheries as a way to bol-
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ster weak stocks on a short-term basis
by using a little common sense.

By choosing to utilize wild, native
fish stocks, hatcheries can be trans-
formed from a hindrance to recovery to
a help.

Mr. President, reform of the hatchery
program will be expensive. However,
there is a fair amount of agreement on
what reform is necessary.

The Northwest Power Planning
Council’s report, Artificial Production
Review, has given us a basis for action.
It is now an issue of finding the funds
and prioritizing where these funds
should be spent.

The next factor is harvest. This re-
lates to several controversial issues
that are subject to both international
and tribal treaties.

The Pacific Salmon Treaty with Can-
ada and the treaties with Northwest
tribes clearly obligate us to recover
salmon to harvestable levels. Under
those treaties we, as Americans, have
obligations we must meet. Already,
many have sacrificed because of the de-
clines in salmon runs.

The tribal fishermen who have de-
pended on the salmon since time imme-
morial to feed their families and cele-
brate their culture has sacrificed.

The sports fisherman has sacrificed
with the virtual elimination of chinook
season.

The commercial fishing family in
llwaco has sacrificed.

In a couple of years, after completing
the buy-back commitments under the
Pacific Salmon Treaty, there could be
as few as 600 active non-tribal commer-
cial licenses, compared to the roughly
10,000 licenses in the 1970s.

As we look forward at the sacrifices
we will need to make in the future to
help recover the wild stocks, we should
never forget those who have already
seen their livelihood, tradition, family,
and community impacted by the dwin-
dling numbers of returning fish.

We need to promote selective fishing
that allows the catching of non-listed
species while providing for the release
of listed ones.

We also need to continue to support
efforts to reduce the number of federal
and state issued fishing licenses by
buying back those licenses.

The recently signed Pacific Salmon
Treaty, which Vice President GORE
played such an important role in final-
izing, calls for exactly these types of
measures.

We need to redouble our efforts to
prevent overfishing and manage this
resource in a responsible way.

Finally, as controversial and difficult
as the issues related to the hydro sys-
tem will be, habitat promises to be
every bit as thorny and complex an
issue to tackle.

Mr. President, in this equation, by
and large, habitat equals water and im-
pacts to water quality.

As anyone familiar with agriculture
can tell you, especially in the West,
water is gold. It is the stuff of life.

It makes or breaks communities,
both their ability to maintain what
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they have and to sustain and manage
their growth.

Water in the West is both the great
opportunity provider and limiter. Our
water law dates back to the earliest
days of settlement, and it has strug-
gled to meet the demands of the mod-
ern era.

We need to take steps now to prevent
the continued destruction of critical
habitat and work to restore habitat
that has been degraded over time.

Mr. President, the key for fish, as it
is for people, is access to cool, clean
water. Fish require a sufficient quan-
tity of unpolluted water; that means
encouraging land use practices near
critical river habitat that are con-
sistent with the needs of the fish.

Mr. President, these are the four
areas we must address. All four are im-
portant and must be part of the debate.

Addressing issues related to the
hydro system, reforming hatchery
practices, managing harvest, and hus-
banding important habitat will not be
easy. But we don’t have a choice. Al-
lowing salmon to become extinct is not
an option.

Mr. President, at the start of my re-
marks, | said that the debate so far has
been too short sighted and too narrow,
and | have explained how we can take
a longer view and how we can look at
the broad range of factors that affect
salmon.

Before | close | would like to explain
why | think that the debate over salm-
on recovery has been too political to
the detriment of saving salmon and
doing what needs to be done to keep
the families in our region whole.

When partisan politics are injected
into such a complex issue, it has the ef-
fect of dividing people—rather than
bringing them together.

Unfortunately, we have heard too
many people who only say what they
don’t want to happen, who only seek to
place blame, who heighten the rhet-
oric, who lead by creating fear rather
than hope, and who never commit to a
plan.

That is not going to help us save
salmon or the people in the impacted
communities of the Pacific Northwest.

Saying ‘‘no”’ to everything, without
offering a constructive plan, is not
leadership. And it will take leadership
to recover our salmon stocks and keep
our commitments to the people of the
Northwest.

Mr. President, | commit to work in a
positive fashion with anyone who is
genuinely interested in saving salmon.

If you are serious about solutions, |
am ready to work together to find
them. And | am willing to play my part
in our shared responsibility.

I will continue to seek Federal fund-
ing to support new and continuing
projects. | will strive to maintain my
own communication with affected com-
munities, individuals, and interest
groups. In addition, | will promote bet-
ter communication between federal
agencies and other parties when this
communication breaks down.
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In short, | commit to being a positive
partner with all those who understand
the need for tough decisions and want
to move forward to real recovery.

It is time to rise above the current
debate, which traps people into false
choices while letting the possibility of
other solutions slip away from us.

Mr. President, this is not an issue
that is going to be solved by November
7, 2000. This is an issue that will be
with us for years—perhaps genera-
tions—to come.

What we need now are public serv-
ants and private citizens with both the
will and the vision to sit down, roll up
their sleeves, and figure out how to
move forward.

Right now we are on the path to
salmon extinction. Anyone who delays
progress keeps us on that path. Anyone
who divides rather than unites, brings
extinction closer.

Mr. President, as we proceed on this
issue, | wish to state my willingness to
work with the next President, with the
tribal governments, with my col-
leagues in the Congress, with the State
and local governments, and with pri-
vate citizens to address the important
issues related to recovering wild salm-
on.

And we can make progress while
maintaining our region’s economic via-
bility.

The opportunity the administration
has given us today is to move forward
in a constructive way.

They have presented a plan that
moves beyond the debate about bypass-
ing dams and onto the issues we really
need to focus on.

While | may disagree with some of
the specifics of this plan, it does pro-
vide a comprehensive roadmap for how
we can resolve these difficult issues.

I believe if we take the comprehen-
sive approach, we will save salmon and
steelhead runs; we will be able to
produce essential power; we will be
able to meet the needs of our farmers,
and we will keep water healthy for our
children’s children.

Mr. President, as | conclude | want to
make one final point. This really isn’t
just about fish or dams. It is about the
type of world we want to live in. We
have a choice about the legacy we
leave for our grandchildren.

The choice | have called for today is
the choice to leave future generations
clean rivers—full of salmon.

The choice I've called for today is the
choice to show our grandchildren that
no matter how big our difference may
appear we can work together and be
good stewards of our land.

That is the choice | hope we will
make.

The other path leaves a far different
legacy. A legacy that leaves our grand-
children polluted waters—resources di-
vided from nature. and even worse—
people divided from each other.

Mr. President, that is not the legacy
I want to leave. We cannot shrink from
this challenge.

Let’s use today’s reports as a tool to
help us move forward toward real salm-
on recovery.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

LATINO AND IMMIGRANT
FAIRNESS ACT

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, | rise
today in support of a bill that will cor-
rect severe injustices affecting thou-

sands of immigrants to the United
States, while at the same time
strengthening their ability to con-

tribute to the U.S. economy and to the
struggling economies of their countries
of birth.

A short time ago on the floor of the
Senate a unanimous consent request
was made by Senators KENNEDY and
HARRY REID of Nevada asking that this
legislation, the Latino and Immigrant
Fairness Act, be brought to the floor
for immediate consideration. It is very
difficult to argue that we are so con-
sumed with work in the Chamber of the
Senate that we can’t consider this leg-
islation. In fact, we have done precious
little over the last several days because
of an honest disagreement between the
leadership on the Democrat and Repub-
lican side.

I do believe this legislation should be
brought on a timely basis for the con-
sideration of the Senate. The bill in
question is the Latino and Immigrant
Fairness Act. It has the support of an
impressively broad coalition of groups
and individuals, labor unions, business
groups, human rights groups, religious
organizations, conservative and pro-
gressive think tanks. Empower Amer-
ica supports this bill as pro-family and
pro-market. The AFL-CIO supports it
because it is pro-labor.

The administration is committed to
its passage. Perhaps the most compel-
ling reason for passing this bill is that
it embraces the principles of fairness
and justice that are of value to the
American spirit and to the work we do
in the Senate.

I recall, when we discuss the issue of
immigration, one of my favorite sto-
ries involving President Franklin Roo-
sevelt. President Roosevelt, of course,
came from a somewhat aristocratic
family in New York and was elected
President in 1932. As the first Demo-
cratic President in many years, he was
invited to speak to the Daughters of
the American Revolution in Wash-
ington, DC. Of course, the DAR is an
organization which prides itself on its
Yankee heritage and the fact many
have descended from those who came
over on the Mayflower. They have a his-
tory of being somewhat skeptical of
immigration policy in this country.
When Franklin Roosevelt spoke to the
DAR, his opening words set the tone.
He introduced himself by saying: Fel-
low immigrants, a reminder to the
DAR, a reminder to all of us, with the
exception of Native Americans, who
have been here for many centuries, we
are all virtually immigrants to this
country.

I am a first generation American. My
mother immigrated to this country at
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the age of 2 from the country of Lith-
uania in 1911. My father’s family dates
back to before the Revolutionary War,
so | really represent both ends of the
spectrum of white immigration to
America. This bill tries to address the
basic principles of immigration fair-
ness and justice which we have tried to
hold to during the course of this Na-
tion’s history. | bring particular atten-
tion to the Senate to the plight of im-
migrants from Central America and
Haiti who have been dealt a severe in-
justice during the past 20 years, one
that would be directly addressed by
this legislation.

In the recent past, thousands of peo-
ple from Central America and Haiti
have been forced to flee their homes in
order to save their lives and the lives
of their families. In Guatemala, hun-
dreds of so-called ‘‘extra-judicial”
killings occurred every year between
1990 and 1995; entire villages ‘‘dis-
appeared’, most probably massacred.
In El Salvador, political violence was
rampant—63,000 people were Kkilled in
the 1980’s by a combination of leftist
guerrillas, right-wing death squads,
and government military actions. Iron-
ically, an end to twelve years of civil
war did not mean an end to violent in-
ternal strife; the death toll in 1994 was
higher than it was during the war. In
Honduras, the Department of State’s
Human Rights Reports cite ‘‘serious
problems’, including extrajudicial
killings, beatings, and a civilian and
military elite that have long operated
with impunity. In September 1991, Hai-
ti’s democratically-elected government
was overthrown in a violent military
coup de’etat that, over a three year pe-
riod, was responsible for thousands of
extra-judicial killings.

Current law creates a highly unwork-
able patchwork approach to the status
of these immigrants, one that assaults
our sense of fair play. Immigrants from
Nicaragua and Cuba who have lived
here since 1995 can obtain green card
status in the U.S. through a sensible,
straightforward process. Guatemalans
and Salvadorans are covered by a dif-
ferent, more stringent and cumbersome
set of procedures. A select group of
Haitian immigrants are classified
under another restrictive status.
Hondurans by yet another. As if this
helter-skelter approach isn’t bad
enough, existing policies also treat
family members of immigrants—
spouses and children—differently de-
pending on where they live, and under
which provision of which law they are
covered.

The United States is known around
the world as the land of equal oppor-
tunity, but the opportunities we are af-
fording to Central American and Hai-
tian immigrants who have lived in this
country for years are anything but
equal. The current situation is unten-
able. Why should a family that has set
down firm roots in the United States
after fleeing death squads in Nicaragua
be treated differently under the law
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than another family from, say, El Sal-
vador, who left that country for pre-
cisely the same reason. The point was
made brutally clear when Amnesty
International documented the case of
Santana Chirino Amaya, deported back
to El Salvador and subsequently found
decapitated. This, and many similar
stories, led to charges that the U.S.
was engaged in a ‘‘systematic practice”
of denying asylum to some nationals,
regardless of the merits of their claims.
A class-action lawsuit brought by the
American Baptist Churches and other
faith-based organizations on behalf of
Salvadoran and Guatemalan immi-
grants made a similar case, and was
eventually settled in favor of those
seeking a fairer hearing.

Or consider the plight of Maria
Orellana, a war refugee from EIl Sal-
vador, who fled the country when sol-
diers killed two members of her family.
She has lived the past ten years in the
United States. Recently, the INS or-
dered her deported even though she is
eight months pregnant and even
though her husband—himself an immi-
grant—has legal status here and ex-
pects to soon be sworn in as a U.S. cit-
izen. When a newspaper reporter asked
the INS to comment on Maria’s case,
the reply was: “‘I don’t know why Con-
gress wrote it differently for people of
different countries. We’re not in a posi-
tion to change a law given to us by
Congress . . . we just enforce the law
as written.”’

Well, the law, in this case, was writ-
ten badly, and needs to be fixed. The
Latino and Immigrant Fairness Act
would resolve these many inequities by
providing a level playing field on which
all immigrants from this region with
similar histories would be treated
equally under the law. And it would ad-
dress two other issues of great impor-
tance to the immigrant community as
well.

The provision to restore Section
245(i) would restore a long-standing and
sensible policy that was unfortunately
allowed to lapse in 1997. Section 245(i)
of the Immigration Act had allowed in-
dividuals that qualified for a green
card to obtain their visa in the U.S. if
they were already in the country.
Without this common-sense provision,
immigrants on the verge of gaining
their green card must return to their
home country to obtain their visa.
However, the very act of making such
an onerous trip can put their green-
card standing in jeopardy, since other
provisions of immigration law prohibit
re-entry to the U.S. under certain cir-
cumstances. This has led to ludicrous
situations, like the forced separation of
married couples because one spouse
must leave the country to obtain a
visa, uncertain as to when they can be
reunited. Restoring the Section 245(i)
mechanism to obtain visas here in the
U.S. is a good policy that will help
keep families together and keep willing
workers in the U.S. labor force.

Let me add, in my office in Chicago,
IL, two-thirds of the casework we do
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relates to immigration. We understand
the plight of these families on a per-
sonal basis. We meet them in our of-
fice, we meet their friends and rel-
atives, we meet members of their
churches who ask why the laws on im-
migration in America have to be so un-
fair and contradictory. That is why
this bill is so important.

The Date of Registry provision is
equally important. Undocumented im-
migrants seeking permanent residency
must demonstrate that they have lived
continuously in the U.S. since the date
of registry cut-off. This amendment up-
dates the date of registry from 1972—al-
most 30 years of continuous resi-
dency—1986. The Latino and Immigrant
Fairness Act recognizes that many im-
migrants have been victimized by con-
fusing and inconsistent INS policies in
the past fifteen years—policies that
have been overturned in numerous
court decisions, but that have nonethe-
less prevented many immigrants from
being granted permanent residency.
Updating the date of registry to 1986
would bring long overdue justice to the
affected populations.

It is worth reviewing the recent his-
tory of immigration policy to under-
stand how we arrived at such a highly
convoluted and piecemeal approach.
Prior to the passage of the illegal Im-
migration Reform and Responsibility
Act in 1996, aliens in the United States
could apply for suspension of deporta-
tion and adjustment of status in order
to obtain lawful permanent residence.
Suspension of deportation was used to
ameliorate the harsh consequences of
deportation for aliens who had been
present in the United States for long
periods of time.

In September of 1996, Congress passed
the Illegal Immigration Reform and
Responsibility Act. This law retro-
actively made thousands of immigrants
ineligible for suspension of deportation
and left them with no alternate rem-
edy. The 1996 Act eliminated suspen-
sion of deportation and established a
new form of relief entitled cancellation
of removal that required an applicant
to accrue ten years of continuous resi-
dence as of date of the initial notice
charging the applicant with being re-
movable.

In 1997, Congress recognized that
these new provisions had resulted in
grave injustices to certain groups of
people. So in November of 1997, the Nic-
araguan Adjustment and Central
American Relief Act INACARA) grant-
ed relief to certain citizens of former
Soviet block countries and several Cen-
tral American countries. This select
group of immigrants were allowed to
apply for permanent residence under
the old, pre-1IRRA standards.

Such an alteration of IIRRA made
sense. After all, the U.S. had allowed
Central Americans to reside and work
here for over a decade, during which
time many of them established fami-
lies, careers and community ties. The
complex history of civil wars and polit-
ical persecution in parts of Central
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America left thousands of people in
limbo without a place to call home.
Many victims of severe persecution
came to the United States with very
strong asylum cases, but unfortunately
these individuals have waited so long
for a hearing they will have difficulty
proving their cases because they in-
volve incidents which occurred as early
as 1980. In addition, many victims of
persecution never filed for asylum out
of fear of denial, and consequently
these people now face claims weakened
by years of delay.

Correcting the inequities in current
immigration policies is not only a mat-
ter of fundamental fairness, it is good,
pragmatic public policy. The funds sent
back by immigrants to their home
countries sources of foreign exchange,
and significant stabilizing factors in
several national economies. The immi-
grant workforce is important to our
national economy as well. Federal Re-
serve Chairman Alan Greenspan has
frequently cited the threat to our eco-
nomic well-being posed by an increas-
ingly tight labor pool, and has gone so
far as to suggest that immigration be
uncapped. While these provisions will
not remove or adjust any such caps, it
will allow those already here to move
freely in the labor market.

I come to the floor disappointed be-
cause the effort for unanimous consent
to bring up the Latino and Immigrant
Fairness Act was denied. This is an act
which advances justice, keeps families
together, and strengthens the national
and international economy. It deserves
unqualified support and rapid passage.

Not that many years ago, immi-
grants to this country faced an on-
slaught of criticism. There were propo-
sitions in the State of California,
speeches made by politicians, charges
made by groups that really caused a
great deal of fear and concern among
those who had immigrated to this
country. It is a stark reminder that, as
a nation of immigrants, we should con-
tinue to have a fair and consistent pol-
icy of immigration.

This country opened its doors to my
mother, her family, to give her a
chance to leave her land and come to
live here. | often think about the cour-
age involved when their family came
together, her mother and three small
children, to get on a boat in Germany
to come to a country where they did
not speak a word of the language.

But they heard they had a better op-
portunity here in America, as many
millions before them and many mil-
lions since have heard the same thing.
Should we not in this generation show
we are compassionate conservatives,
compassionate moderates, and compas-
sionate liberals when it comes to im-
migration fairness? The way to show
that, the way to prove it, is to bring to
the floor this legislation as quickly as
possible.

I hope on a bipartisan basis we can
have Republicans and Democrats join
in the enactment of this legislation.

| yield the floor.



July 27, 2000

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado.

INTERCOUNTRY ADOPTION ACT OF
2000

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent the Senate now
proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar No. 692, H.R. 2909.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (H.R. 2909) to provide for implemen-
tation by the United States of the Hague
Convention on Protection of Children and
Cooperation in Respect to Intercountry
Adoption, and for other purposes.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

AMENDMENT NO. 4023

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, Sen-
ator HELMS has a substitute amend-
ment at the desk. | ask for its consider-
ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. CAMP-
BELL], for Mr. HeLwms, for himself, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr. CRAIG, Mr.
JOHNSON, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, and Mrs. LIN-
COLN, proposes an amendment numbered
4023.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘“‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”’)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, countless
Americans will be pleased to know that
the Senate has unanimously approved
the Intercountry Adoption Implemen-
tation Act to implement the Hague
Convention on Protection of Children
and Cooperation in Respect of Inter-
country Adoption. This is a treaty that
was approved by the Foreign Relations
Committee about 3 months ago—in
April of this year.

Senator LANDRIEU and | had offered
the Intercountry Adoption Implemen-
tation Act a year ago, because when
this legislation becomes law it will
provide, for the first time, a rational
structure for intercountry adoption.

This significant legislation is in-
tended to build some accountability
into agencies that provide intercountry
adoption services in the United States
while strengthening the hand of the
Secretary of State in ensuring that
U.S. adoption agencies engage in an
ethical manner to find homes for chil-
dren.

Although, the majority of inter-
country adoptions are successful, it is
also a process that can leave parents
and children vulnerable to fraud and
abuse.

For this reason, under the Inter-
country Adoption Implementation Act,
agencies will be accredited to provide
intercountry  adoption. Mandatory
standards for accreditation will include
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ensuring that a child’s medical records
be available in English to the prospec-
tive parents prior their traveling to the
foreign country to finalize an adoption.
(The act also requires that agencies be
transparent, especially in their rate of
disrupted adoption and their fee
scales.)

Moreover, under this act, the defini-
tion of orphan has been broadened so
that more children can be adopted by
U.S. parents. However, in no way is the
power of the U.S. Attorney General
(who currently has the authority to en-
sure that all adoptions coming into the
United States are authentic) dimin-
ished.

Lastly, the Intercountry Adoption
Implementation Act will provide
much-needed protection for U.S. chil-
dren being adopted abroad by for-
eigners. Under this act, it will be re-
quired that: (1) diligent efforts be made
to first place a U.S. child in the United
States before looking to place a U.S.
child abroad; and (2) criminal back-
ground checks be conducted on for-
eigners wishing to adopt U.S. children.

Senator LANDRIEU and | have worked
together on issues of adoption since her
arrival in the Senate in 1997. I am
genuinely grateful for her leadership
on this issue.

In addition, | thank Senator BIDEN,
the ranking minority member of the
Foreign Relations Committee, for his
hard work (and that of his staff) in fi-
nalizing the Intercountry Adoption Im-
plementation Act.

I likewise extend my gratitude to
Senators GORDON SMITH and JOHN
ASHCROFT—both members of the For-
eign Relations Committee—and Sen-
ators JOHNSON, CRAIG, and LINcCOLN for
their cosponsorship of this legislation.

Senator BROWNBACK has been as help-
ful, Mr. President, in making certain
that small intercountry adoption agen-
cies will be protected under the imple-
mentation of this act.

I also thank all Members in the
House of Representatives who have
worked to enable the passage of this
Act; in particular, BEN GILMAN, distin-
guished chairman of the House Inter-
national Relations Committee; Con-
gressman SAM GEJDENSON, the ranking
minority member on the House Inter-
national Relations Committee; Con-
gressmen DAVE CAMP and WILLIAM
DELAHUNT; and, last but by no means
least, Congressman RICHARD BURR—
who introduced the original Senate
companion bill in the House.

From our own family, the former leg-
islative counsel of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, now counsel for Sen-
ate Intelligence, Patricia McNerney;
and my righthand lady, Michele
DeKonty.

Mr. President, The Intercountry
Adoption Implementation Act now
awaits approval by the House of Rep-
resentatives. Needless to say, we hope
the House will move swiftly toward
final passage.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, as
the father of five children—two of
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whom came into our family through
international adoption—I take special
interest in the Hague Convention on
Intercountry Adoption. The treaty
signers hope to improve the inter-
national adoption system and provide
more homes for the children who need
them.

Like many active adoption profes-
sionals and leaders of the American
adoption community, | support the
mission of the treaty to protect the
rights of, and prevent abuses against,
children, birth families, and adoptive
parents, involved in adoptions. The
treaty will not only reassure countries
who send their children outside their
borders, it will also improve the ability
of the United States to assist its citi-
zens who seek to adopt children from
abroad.

While the treaty will provide signifi-
cant benefits, | had serious concerns
that the proposed method of implemen-
tation would have caused more harm
than good. After study, it became clear
to me that there are few nonprofit pri-
vate entities in existence that have the
funding, staff, and experience nec-
essary to develop and administer
standards for entities (agencies) pro-
viding child welfare services. Small
community based agencies especially
would have found it costly and burden-
some to deal with only one or possibly
two large and most likely distant ac-
crediting entities. For the season, |
have repeatedly expressed concerns
that many states, especially rural and
sparsely populated areas, risk being
left with no adoption agencies author-
ized to help their residents with foreign
adoptions.

As | have stated before, | believe it is
important for each state to regulate
adoption agencies as it deems appro-
priate to meet the widely varying
needs of its families with the resources
available in that state. Working close-
ly with the sponsors of this bill, | pro-
posed an amendment that allows public
entities (other than a Federal entity),
including an agency or instrumentality
of State government having responsi-
bility for licensing adoption agencies,
to serve as an accrediting entity. (In
other words, a state government may
serve as an accrediting entity).

In this way, States may continue to
participate in intercountry adoption—
making sure that interested parties
meet the Hague requirements. Giving
states the option to continue to par-
ticipate in intercountry adoption
would ensure that small and medium
sized agencies have at least one accred-
iting entity choice that is local, famil-
iar, and easily accessible.

In addition, in order to further lessen
the initial burden of federal accredita-
tion on small and medium sized agen-
cies, | worked with the sponsors of this
bill to minimally increase the tem-
porary registration period for small
and medium sized agencies. Thus, they
would have more time to prepare for
federal accreditation—a process that
may prove to be costly and burdensome
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but is considered necessary by many in
the adoption community.

My initial concerns regarding certain
provisions of the implementing legisla-
tion stemmed from a number of areas
including my own experience of having
recently adopted two children from
other countries, and contact with nu-
merous other families who would ei-
ther love to adopt a child, but can’t af-
ford it, or who have adopted a child
under the present system and had great
success.

Like many Americans, | am firmly
committed to finding permanent, safe,
and loving homes for children who have
been orphaned or are in foster care. |
am hopeful this legislation will help se-
cure that dream without adding a sig-
nificant overlay of federal bureaucracy
and red tape.

At this time, | would like to recog-
nize and thank one of my staff mem-
bers, Amanda Adkins, for help on this
legislation. Amanda was truly diligent
in her efforts to make this a better bill
and to work for the needs of rural Kan-
sans. | thank her for her dedication.

Many families spend their entire life
savings to realize their dream of hav-
ing a child. | look forward to con-
tinuing to work with the sponsors of
this bill as we monitor the implemen-
tation of this important treaty.

Mr. CAMPBELL. | ask unanimous
consent the amendment be agreed to,
the bill be read the third time and
passed, the motion to reconsider be
laid upon the table, and any state-
ments relating to the bill be printed in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 4023) was agreed
to.

The bill (H.R. 2909), as amended, was
read the third time and passed.

COAST GUARD AUTHORIZATION
ACT OF 2000

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent the Senate now
proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar No. 567, S. 1089.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 1089) to authorize appropriations
for fiscal year 2000 and 2001 for the United
States Coast Guard, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to
the consideration of the bill.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation with an amendment to
strike all after the enacting clause and
insert the printed in italic:

S. 1089

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Coast Guard

Authorization Act of 2000"".
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TITLE I—AUTHORIZATION
SEC. 101. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) AUTHORIZATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000.—
Funds are authorized to be appropriated for
necessary expenses of the Coast Guard for fiscal
year 2000, as follows:

(1) For the operation and maintenance of the
Coast  Guard, $2,781,000,000, of  which
$300,000,000 shall be available for defense-re-
lated activities and of which $25,000,000 shall be
derived from the Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund.

(2) For the acquisition, construction, rebuild-
ing, and improvement of aids to navigation,
shore and offshore facilities, vessels, and air-
craft, including equipment related thereto,
$389,326,000, to remain available until expended,
of which $20,000,000 shall be derived from the
Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund to carry out the
purposes of section 1012(a)(5) of the Oil Pollu-
tion Act of 1990.

(3) For research, development, test, and eval-
uation of technologies, materials, and human
factors directly relating to improving the per-
formance of the Coast Guard’s mission in sup-
port of search and rescue, aids to navigation,
marine safety, marine environmental protection,
enforcement of laws and treaties, ice operations,
oceanographic research, and defense readiness,
$19,000,000, to remain available until expended,
of which $3,500,000 shall be derived from the Qil
Spill Liability Trust Fund.

(4) For retired pay (including the payment of
obligations otherwise chargeable to lapsed ap-
propriations for this purpose), payments under
the Retired Serviceman’s Family Protection and
Survivor Benefit Plans, and payments for med-
ical care of retired personnel and their depend-
ents under chapter 55 of title 10, United States
Code, such sums as may be necessary, to remain
available until expended.

(5) For environmental compliance and restora-
tion at Coast Guard facilities (other than parts
and equipment associated with operations and
maintenance), $17,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

(6) For alteration or removal of bridges over
navigable waters of the United States consti-
tuting obstructions to navigation, and for per-
sonnel and administrative costs associated with
the Bridge Alteration Program, $15,000,000, to
remain available until expended.

(b) AUTHORIZATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 2001.—
Funds are authorized to be appropriated for
necessary expenses of the Coast Guard for fiscal
year 2001, as follows:

(1) For the operation and maintenance of the
Coast Guard, $3,199,000,000, of which $25,000,000
shall be derived from the Oil Spill Liability
Trust Fund.

(2) For the acquisition, construction, rebuild-
ing, and improvement of aids to navigation,
shore and offshore facilities, vessels, and air-
craft, including equipment related thereto,
$520,000,000, to remain available until expended,
of which $20,000,000 shall be derived from the
QOil Spill Liability Trust Fund to carry out the
purposes of section 1012(a)(5) of the Oil Pollu-
tion Act of 1990, and of which $110,000,000 shall
be available for the construction and acquisition
of a replacement vessel for the Coast Guard Cut-
ter MACKINAW.

(3) For research, development, test, and eval-
uation of technologies, materials, and human
factors directly relating to improving the per-
formance of the Coast Guard’s mission in sup-
port of search and rescue, aids to navigation,
marine safety, marine environmental protection,
enforcement of laws and treaties, ice operations,
oceanographic research, and defense readiness,
$21,320,000, to remain available until expended,
of which $3,500,000 shall be derived from the Oil
Spill Liability Trust Fund.

(4) For retired pay (including the payment of
obligations otherwise chargeable to lapsed ap-
propriations for this purpose), payments under
the Retired Serviceman’s Family Protection and
Survivor Benefit Plans, and payments for med-
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ical care of retired personnel and their depend-
ents under chapter 55 of title 10, United States
Code, such sums as may be necessary, to remain
available until expended.

(5) For environmental compliance and restora-
tion at Coast Guard facilities (other than parts
and equipment associated with operations and
maintenance), $16,700,000, to remain available
until expended.

(6) For alteration or removal of bridges over
navigable waters of the United States consti-
tuting obstructions to navigation, and for per-
sonnel and administrative costs associated with
the Bridge Alteration Program, $15,000,000, to
remain available until expended.

(c) AUTHORIZATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002.—
Funds are authorized to be appropriated for
necessary expenses of the Coast Guard for fiscal
year 2002 as such sums as may be necessary, of
which $8,000,000 shall be available for construc-
tion or acquistion of a replacement vessel for the
Coast Guard Cutter MACKINAW.

SEC. 102. AUTHORIZED LEVELS OF MILITARY
STRENGTH AND TRAINING.

(a) END-OF-YEAR STRENGTH FOR FISCAL YEAR
2000.—The Coast Guard is authorized an end-of-
year strength for active duty personnel of 40,000
as of September 30, 2000.

(b) TRAINING STUDENT LOADS FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2000.—For each of fiscal years 2000 and
2001, the Coast Guard is authorized average
military training student loads as follows:

(1) For recruit and special training, 1,500 stu-
dent years.

(2) For flight training, 100 student years.

(3) For professional training in military and
civilian institutions, 300 student years.

(4) For officer acquisition, 1,000 student years.

(c) END-OF-YEAR STRENGTH FOR FISCAL YEAR
2001.—The Coast Guard is authorized an end-of-
year strength for active duty personnel of 44,000
as of September 30, 2001.

(d) TRAINING STUDENT LOADS FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2001.—For fiscal year 2001, the Coast
Guard is authorized average military training
student loads as follows:

(1) For recruit and special training, 1,500 stu-
dent years.

(2) For flight training, 125 student years.

(3) For professional training in military and
civilian institutions, 300 student years.

(4) For officer acquisition, 1,000 student years.

(e) END-OF-THE-YEAR STRENGTH FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2002.—The Coast Guard is authorized an
end-of-year strength of active duty personnel of
45,500 as of September 30, 2002.

(f) TRAINING STUDENT LOADS FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2002.—For fiscal year 2002, the Coast
Guard is authorized average military training
student loads as follows:

(1) For recruit and special training, 1,500 stu-
dent years.

(2) For flight training, 125 student years.

(3) For professional training in military and
civilian institutions, 300 student years.

(4) For officer acquisition, 1,000 student years.
SEC. 103. LORAN-C.

(a) FISCAL YEAR 2001.—There are authorized
to be appropriated to the Department of Trans-
portation, in addition to funds authorized for
the Coast Guard for operation of the LORAN-C
system, for capital expenses related to LORAN-
C navigation infrastructure, $20,000,000 for fis-
cal year 2001. The Secretary of Transportation
may transfer from the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration and other agencies of the department
funds appropriated as authorized under this
section in order to reimburse the Coast Guard
for related expenses.

(b) FiIscAL YEAR 2002.—There are authorized
to be appropriated to the Department of Trans-
portation, in addition to funds authorized for
the Coast Guard for operation of the LORAN-C
system, for capital expenses related to LORAN-
C navigation infrastructure, $40,000,000 for fis-
cal year 2002. The Secretary of Transportation
may transfer from the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration and other agencies of the department
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funds appropriated as authorized under this
section in order to reimburse the Coast Guard
for related expenses.

SEC. 104. PATROL CRAFT.

(a) TRANSFER OF CRAFT FROM DOD.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the
Secretary of Transportation may accept, by di-
rect transfer without cost, for use by the Coast
Guard primarily for expanded drug interdiction
activities required to meet national supply re-
duction performance goals, up to 7 PC-170 pa-
trol craft from the Department of Defense if it
offers to transfer such craft.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be apropriated to the
Coast Guard, in addition to amounts otherwise
authorized by this Act, up to $100,000,000, to re-
main available until expended, for the conver-
sion of, operation and maintenance of, per-
sonnel to operate and support, and shoreside in-
frastructure requirements for, up to 7 patrol
craft.

TITLE II—PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT
SEC. 201. COAST GUARD BAND DIRECTOR RANK.

Section 336(d) of title 14, United States Code,
is amended by striking ‘“‘commander’” and in-
serting ‘‘captain’’.

SEC. 202. COAST GUARD MEMBERSHIP ON THE
USO BOARD OF GOVERNORS.

Section 220104(a)(2) of title 36, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) by striking “‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B);

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as sub-
paragraph (D); and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following:

““(C) the Secretary of Transportation, or the
Secretary’s designee, when the Coast Guard is
not operating under the Department of the

Navy; and™.
SEC. 203. COMPENSATORY ABSENCE FOR ISO-
LATED DUTY.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 511 of title 14,

United States Code, is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“§ 511. Compensatory absence from duty for
military personnel at isolated duty stations
“The Secretary may prescribe regulations to

grant compensatory absence from duty to mili-
tary personnel of the Coast Guard serving at
isolated duty stations of the Coast Guard when
conditions of duty result in confinement because
of isolation or in long periods of continuous
duty.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The chapter anal-
ysis for chapter 13 of title 14, United States
Code, is amended by striking the item relating to
section 511 and inserting the following:

“‘511. Compensatory absence from duty for mili-
tary personnel at isolated duty
stations’’.

SEC. 204. ACCELERATED PROMOTION OF CERTAIN

COAST GUARD OFFICERS.

Title 14, United States Code, is amended—

(1) in section 259, by adding at the end a new
subsection (c) to read as follows:

““(c) After selecting the officers to be rec-
ommended for promotion, a selection board may
recommend officers of particular merit, from
among those officers chosen for promotion, to be
placed at the top of the list of selectees promul-
gated by the Secretary under section 271(a) of
this title. The number of officers that a board
may recommend to be placed at the top of the
list of selectees may not exceed the percentages
set forth in subsection (b) unless such a percent-
age is a number less than one, in which case the
board may recommend one officer for such
placement. No officer may be recommended to be
placed at the top of the list of selectees unless he
or she receives the recommendation of at least a
majority of the members of a board composed of
five members, or at least two-thirds of the mem-
bers of a board composed of more than five mem-
bers.”’;
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(2) in section 260(a), by inserting ‘‘and the
names of those officers recommended to be ad-
vanced to the top of the list of selectees estab-
lished by the Secretary under section 271(a) of
this title”” after ‘“‘promotion’’; and

(3) in section 271(a), by inserting at the end
thereof the following: ““The names of all officers
approved by the President and recommended by
the board to be placed at the top of the list of
selectees shall be placed at the top of the list of
selectees in the order of seniority on the active
duty promotion list.””.

SEC. 205. COAST GUARD ACADEMY BOARD OF
TRUSTEES.

(@) IN GENERAL.—Section 193 of title 14,
United States Code, is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“§ 193. Board of Trustees.

‘“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Commandant of
the Coast Guard may establish a Coast Guard
Academy Board of Trustees to provide advice to
the Commandant and the Superintendent on
matters relating to the operation of the Academy
and its programs.

““(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Commandant shall
appoint the members of the Board of Trustees,
which may include persons of distinction in
education and other fields related to the mis-
sions and operation of the Academy. The Com-
mandant shall appoint a chairperson from
among the members of the Board of Trustees.

‘“(c) EXPENSES.—Members of the Board of
Trustees who are not Federal employees shall be
allowed travel expenses while away from their
homes or regular places of business in the per-
formance of service for the Board of Trustees.
Travel expenses include per diem in lieu of sub-
sistence in the same manner as persons em-
ployed intermittently in the Government service
are allowed expenses under section 5703 of title

““(d) FACA NoT To APPLY.— The Federal Ad-
visory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App. ) shall not
apply to the Board of Trustees established pur-
suant to this section.””.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 194(a) of title 14, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘Advisory Com-
mittee’” and inserting ‘“Board of Trustees’.

(2) The chapter analysis for chapter 9 of title
14, United States Code, is amended by striking
the item relating to section 193, and inserting
the following:

“193. Board of Trustees’’.
SEC. 206. SPECIAL PAY FOR PHYSICIAN ASSIST-
ANTS.

Section 302c(d)(1) of title 37, United States
Code, is amended by inserting ‘“‘an officer in the
Coast Guard or Coast Guard Reserve designated
as a physician assistant,”” after ‘““nurse,”’.

SEC. 207. SUSPENSION OF RETIRED PAY OF
COAST GUARD MEMBERS WHO ARE
ABSENT FROM THE UNITED STATES
TO AVOID PROSECUTION.

Procedures promulgated by the Secretary of
Defense under section 633(a) of the National De-
fense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1997
(Public Law 104-201) shall apply to the Coast
Guard. The Commandant of the Coast Guard
shall be considered a Secretary of a military de-
partment for purposes of suspending pay under
section 633 of that Act.

TITLE III—MARINE SAFETY
SEC. 301. EXTENSION OF TERRITORIAL SEA FOR
VESSEL BRIDGE-TO-BRIDGE RADIO-
TELEPHONE ACT.

Section 4(b) of the Vessel Bridge-to-Bridge Ra-
diotelephone Act (33 U.S.C. 1203(b)), is amended
by striking “‘United States inside the lines estab-
lished pursuant to section 2 of the Act of Feb-
ruary 19, 1895 (28 Stat. 672), as amended.”” and
inserting ‘‘United States, which includes all wa-
ters of the territorial sea of the United States as
described in Presidential Proclamation 5928 of
December 27, 1988.”".

SEC. 302. REPORT ON ICEBREAKING SERVICES.

(a) REPORT.—Not later than 9 months after

the date of enactment of this Act, the Com-
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mandant of the Coast Guard shall submit to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation of the Senate, and the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure of the House,
a report on the use of WYTL-class harbor tugs.
The report shall include an analysis of the use
of such vessels to perform icebreaking services;
the degree to which, if any, the decommissioning
of each such vessel would result in a degrada-
tion of current icebreaking services; and in the
event that the decommissioning of any such ves-
sel would result in a significant degradation of
icebreaking services, recommendations to reme-
diate such degradation.

(b) 9-MONTH WAITING PERIOD.—The Com-
mandant of the Coast Guard shall not plan, im-
plement or finalize any regulation or take any
other action which would result in the decom-
missioning of any WYTL-class harbor tugs until
9 months after the date of the submission of the
report required by subsection (a) of this section.
SEC. 303. OIL SPILL LIABILITY TRUST FUND AN-

NUAL REPORT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The report regarding the Oil
Spill Liability Trust Fund required by the Con-
ference Report (House Report 101-892) accom-
panying the Department of Transportation and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1991, as
that requirement was amended by section 1122
of the Federal Reports Elimination and Sunset
Act of 1995 (26 U.S.C. 9509 note), shall no longer
be submitted to Congress.

(b) REPEAL.—Section 1122 of the Federal Re-
ports Elimination and Sunset Act of 1995 (26
U.S.C. 9509 note) is amended by—

(1) striking subsection (a); and

(2) striking ‘‘(b) REPORT ON JOINT FEDERAL
AND STATE MOTOR FUEL TAX COMPLIANCE
PROJECT.—"".

SEC. 304. OIL SPILL LIABILITY TRUST FUND;
EMERGENCY FUND BORROWING AU-
THORITY.

Section 6002(b) of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990
(33 U.S.C. 2752(b)) is amended after the first
sentence by inserting ““To the extent that such
amount is not adequate for removal of a dis-
charge or the mitigation or prevention of a sub-
stantial threat of a discharge, the Coast Guard
may borrow from the Fund such sums as may be
necessary, up to a maximum of $100,000,000, and
within 30 days shall notify Congress of the
amount borrowed and the facts and cir-
cumstances necessitating the loan. Amounts bor-
rowed shall be repaid to the Fund when, and to
the extent that removal costs are recovered by
the Coast Guard from responsible parties for the
discharge or substantial threat of discharge.”’.
SEC. 305. MERCHANT MARINER DOCUMENT RE-

QUIREMENTS.

Section 8701(a) of title 46, United States Code,

is amended—
(1) by striking ““and’’ at the end of paragraph
8);
()(2) by redesignating paragraph (9) as para-
graph (10); and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (8) the fol-
lowing:

““(9) a passenger vessel not engaged in a for-
eign voyage with respect to individuals on board
employed as gaming personnel, entertainment
personnel, wait staff, or other service personnel,
with no duties, including emergency duties, re-
lated to the navigation of the vessel or the safe-
ty of the vessel, its crew, cargo, or passengers;
and”’.

TITLE IV—RENEWAL OF ADVISORY
GROUPS
SEC. 401. COMMERCIAL FISHING INDUSTRY VES-
SEL ADVISORY COMMITTEE.

(a) COMMERCIAL FISHING INDUSTRY VESSEL
ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—Section 4508 of title 46,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by inserting ‘““Safety’’ in the heading after
“Vessel’’;

(2) by inserting
after ““Vessel’’;

(3) by striking ‘‘Secretary’’ in subsection (a)(1)
and inserting ‘‘Secretary, through the Com-
mandant of the Coast Guard,”’;

“Safety”’in subsection (a)
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(4) by striking ‘‘Secretary’’ in subsection (a)(4)
and inserting ‘“‘Commandant’’;

(5) by striking the last sentence in subsection
(®)(5);

(6) by striking ‘“‘Committee’” in subsection
(c)(1) and inserting ‘‘Committee, through the
Commandant,’’;

(7) by striking “‘shall’’ in subsection (c)(2) and
inserting ‘‘shall, through the Commandant,”;
and

(8) by striking ‘(5 U.S.C App. 1 et seq.)” in
subsection (e)(1)(1) and inserting “‘(5 U.S.C.
App.)”’; and

(9) by striking ‘‘of September 30, 2000” and in-
serting ‘‘on September 30, 2005"".

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The chapter
analysis for chapter 45 of title 46, United States
Code, is amended by striking the item relating to
section 4508 and inserting the following:

““4508. Commercial Fishing Industry Vessel Safe-
ty Advisory Committee’’.
SEC. 402. HOUSTON-GALVESTON NAVIGATION
SAFETY ADVISORY COMMITTEE.

Section 18 of the Coast Guard Authorization
Act of 1991 is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘operating (hereinafter in this
part referred to as the ‘Secretary’)’” in the sec-
ond sentence of subsection (a)(1) and inserting
‘“‘operating, through the Commandant of the
Coast Guard,”’;

(2) by striking ‘“Committee”” in the third sen-
tence of subsection (a)(1) and inserting “Com-
mittee, through the Commandant,’’;

(3) by striking ‘‘Secretary,’” in the second sen-
tence of subsection (a)(2) and inserting ‘“Com-
mandant,”’; and

(4) by striking ‘‘September 30, 2000.”” in sub-
section (h) and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2005."".
SEC. 403. LOWER MISSISSIPPI RIVER WATERWAY

ADVISORY COMMITTEE.

Section 19 of the Coast Guard Authorization
Act of 1991 (Public Law 102-241) is amended—

(1) by striking ““operating (hereinafter in this
part referred to as the ‘Secretary’)”” in the sec-
ond sentence of subsection (a)(1) and inserting
“‘operating, through the Commandant of the
Coast Guard,”;

(2) by striking ‘“Committee”” in the third sen-
tence of subsection (a)(1) and inserting ‘“Com-
mittee, through the Commandant,’’; and

(3) by striking ‘‘September 30, 2000’ in sub-
section (g) and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2005’".
SEC. 404. GREAT LAKES PILOTAGE ADVISORY

COMMITTEE.

Section 9307 of title 46, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Secretary’’ in subsection (a)(1)
and inserting ‘‘Secretary, through the Com-
mandant of the Coast Guard,”’;

(2) by striking ‘‘Secretary,’”” in subsection
(@)(4)(A) and inserting ‘“Commandant,’’;

(3) by striking the last sentence of subsection
©®);

(4) by striking ‘“‘Committee”” in subsection
(d)(1) and inserting ‘“‘Committee, through the
Commandant,’’;

(5) by striking ‘‘Secretary’’ in subsection (d)(2)
and inserting ‘‘Secretary, through the Com-
mandant,’’; and

(6) by striking ‘‘September 30, 2003.”” in sub-

section (f)(1) and inserting ‘‘September 30,
2005.7.
SEC. 405. NAVIGATION SAFETY ADVISORY COUN-

CIL.

Section 5 of the Inland Navigational Rules
Act of 1980 (33 U.S.C. 2073) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Secretary’’ in the first sen-
tence of subsection (b) and inserting ‘‘Secretary,
through the Commandant of the Coast Guard,”’;

(2) by striking ‘‘Secretary’” in the third sen-
tence of subsection (b) and inserting ‘““‘Com-
mandant’’; and

(3) by striking ‘‘September 30, 2000’" in sub-
section (d) and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2005"".
SEC. 406. NATIONAL BOATING SAFETY ADVISORY

COUNCIL.

Section 13110 of title 46, United States Code, is

amended—
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(1) by striking ““‘consult’ in subsection (c) and
inserting ‘“‘consult, through the Commandant of
the Coast Guard,’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘September 30, 2000°" in sub-
section (e) and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2005”".
SEC. 407. TOWING SAFETY ADVISORY COMMITTEE.

The Act entitled An Act to Establish a Towing
Safety Advisory Committee in the Department of
Transportation (33 U.S.C. 1231a) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘““Secretary’’ in the second sen-
tence of subsection (b) and inserting ‘‘Secretary,
through the Commandant of the Coast Guard’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘Secretary’ in the first sen-
tence of subsection (c) and inserting ‘‘Secretary,
through the Commandant,’’;

(3) by striking ‘“Committee’” in the third sen-
tence of subsection (c) and inserting ‘“‘Com-
mittee, through the Commandant,”’;

(4) by striking ‘‘Secretary,” in the fourth sen-
tence of subsection (c) and inserting ‘“‘Com-
mandant,”’; and

(5) by striking ‘‘September 30, 2000.”” in sub-
section (e) and inserting ‘‘September 30, 2005.”".

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS
SEC. 501. COAST GUARD REPORT ON IMPLEMEN-
TATION OF NTSB RECOMMENDA-
TIONS.

The Commandant of the United States Coast
Guard shall submit a written report to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation within 90 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act on what actions the Coast
Guard has taken to implement the recommenda-
tions of the National Transportation Safety

Board in its Report No. MAR-99-01. The
report—
(1) shall describe in detail, by geographic
region—

(A) what steps the Coast Guard is taking to
fill gaps in its communications coverage;

(B) what progress the Coast Guard has made
in installing direction-finding systems; and

(C) what progress the Coast Guard has made
toward completing its national distress and re-
sponse system modernization project; and

(2) include an assessment of the safety bene-
fits that might reasonably be expected to result
from increased or accelerated funding for—

(A) measures described in paragraph (1)(A);
and

(B) the national distress and response system
modernization project.

SEC. 502. CONVEYANCE OF COAST GUARD PROP-
ERTY IN PORTLAND, MAINE.

(a) AUTHORITY TO CONVEY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
General Services Administration may convey to
the Gulf of Maine Aquarium Development Cor-
poration, its successors and assigns, without
payment for consideration, all right, title, and
interest of the United States of America in and
to approximately 4.13 acres of land, including a
pier and bulkhead, known as the Naval Reserve
Pier property, together with any improvements
thereon in their then current condition, located
in Portland, Maine. All conditions placed with
the deed of title shall be construed as covenants
running with the land. Since the Federal agen-
cy actions necessary to effectuate the transfer of
the Naval Reserve Pier property will further the
objectives of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the Na-
tional Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16
U.S.C. 470 et seq.), requirements applicable to
agency actions under these and other environ-
mental planning laws are unnecessary and shall
not be required. The provisions of the Stewart
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act (42
U.S.C. 11301 et seq.) shall not apply to any
building or property at the Naval Reserve Pier
property.

(2) IDENTIFICATION OF PROPERTY.—The Ad-
ministrator, in consultation with the Com-
mandant of the Coast Guard, may identify, de-
scribe, and determine the property to be con-
veyed under this section. The floating docks as-
sociated with or attached to the Naval Reserve
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Pier property shall remain the personal property
of the United States.

(b) LEASE TO THE UNITED STATES.—

(1) The Naval Reserve Pier property shall not
be conveyed until the Corporation enters into a
lease agreement with the United States, the
terms of which are mutually satisfactory to the
Commandant and the Corporation, in which the
Corporation shall lease a portion of the Naval
Reserve Pier property to the United States for a
term of 30 years without payment of consider-
ation. The lease agreement shall be executed
within 12 months after the date of enactment of
this Act.

(2) The Administrator, in consultation with
the Commandant, may identify and describe the
Leased Premises and rights of access including,
but not limited to, those listed below, in order to
allow the United States Coast Guard to operate
and perform missions, from and upon the
Leased Premises:

(A) the right of ingress and egress over the
Naval Reserve Pier property, including the pier
and bulkhead, at any time, without notice, for
purposes of access to United States Coast Guard
vessels and performance of United States Coast
Guard missions and other mission-related activi-
ties;

(B) the right to berth United States Coast
Guard cutters or other vessels as required, in the
moorings along the east side of the Naval Re-
serve Pier property, and the right to attach
floating docks which shall be owned and main-
tained at the United States’ sole cost and ex-
pense;

(C) the right to operate, maintain, remove, re-
locate, or replace an aid to navigation located
upon, or to install any aid to navigation upon,
the Naval Reserve Pier property as the Coast
Guard, in its sole discretion, may determine is
needed for navigational purposes;

(D) the right to occupy up to 3,000 gross
square feet at the Naval Reserve Pier Property
for storage and office space, which will be pro-
vided and constructed by the Corporation, at
the Corporation’s sole cost and expense, and
which will be maintained, and utilities and
other operating expenses paid for, by the United
States at its sole cost and expense;

(E) the right to occupy up to 1200 gross square
feet of offsite storage in a location other than
the Naval Reserve Pier Property, which will be
provided by the Corporation at the Corpora-
tion’s sole cost and expense, and which will be
maintained, and utilities and other operating
expenses paid for, by the United States at its
sole cost and expense; and

(F) the right for United States Coast Guard
personnel to park up to 60 vehicles, at no ex-
pense to the government, in the Corporation’s
parking spaces on the Naval Reserve Pier prop-
erty or in parking spaces that the Corporation
may secure within 1,000 feet of the Naval Re-
serve Pier property or within 1,000 feet of the
Coast Guard Marine Safety Office Portland.
Spaces for no less than thirty vehicles shall be
located on the Naval Reserve Pier property.

(3) The lease described in paragraph (1) may
be renewed, at the sole option of the United
States, for additional lease terms.

(4) The United States may not sublease the
Leased Premises to a third party or use the
Leased Premises for purposes other than ful-
filling the missions of the United States Coast
Guard and for other mission related activities.

(5) In the event that the United States Coast
Guard ceases to use the Leased Premises, the
Administrator, in consultation with the Com-
mandant, may terminate the lease with the Cor-
poration.

(c) IMPROVEMENT OF LEASED PREMISES.—

(1) The Naval Reserve Pier property shall not
be conveyed until the Corporation enters into an
agreement with the United States, subject to the
Commandant’s design specifications, project’s
schedule, and final project approval, to replace
the bulkhead and pier which connects to, and
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provides access from, the bulkhead to the float-
ing docks, at the Corporation’s sole cost and ex-
pense, on the east side of the Naval Reserve Pier
Property within 30 months from the date of con-
veyance. The agreement to improve the leased
premises shall be executed within 12 months
after the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) In addition to the improvements described
in paragraph (1), the Commandant is authorized
to further improve the Leased Premises during
the lease term, at the United States’ sole cost
and expense.

(d) UTILITY INSTALLATION AND MAINTAINANCE
OBLIGATIONS.—

(1) The Naval Reserve Pier property shall not
be conveyed until the Corporation enters into an
agreement with the United States to allow the
United States to operate and maintain existing
utility lines and related equipment, at the
United States’ sole cost and expense. At such
time as the Corporation constructs its proposed
public aquarium, the Corporation shall replace
existing utility lines and related equipment and
provide additional utility lines and equipment
capable of supporting a third 110-foot Coast
Guard cutter, with comparable, new, code com-
pliant utility lines and equipment at the Cor-
poration’s sole cost and expense, maintain such
utility lines and related equipment from an
agreed upon demarcation point, and make such
utility lines and equipment available for use by
the United States, provided that the United
States pays for its use of utilities at its sole cost
and expense. The agreement concerning the op-
eration and maintenance of utility lines and
equipment shall be executed within 12 months
after the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) The Naval Reserve Pier property shall not
be conveyed until the Corporation enters into an
agreement with the United States to maintain,
at the Corporation’s sole cost and expense, the
bulkhead and pier on the east side of the Naval
Reserve Pier property. The agreement con-
cerning the maintenance of the bulkhead and
pier shall be executed within 12 months after the
date of enactment of this Act.

(3) The United States shall be required to
maintain, at its sole cost and expense, any
Coast Guard active aid to navigation located
upon the Naval Reserve Pier Property.

(e) ADDITIONAL RIGHTS.—The conveyance of
the Naval Reserve Pier property shall be made
subject to conditions the Administrator or the
Commandant consider necessary to ensure
that—

(1) the Corporation shall not interfere or allow
interference, in any manner, with use of the
Leased Premises by the United States; and

(2) the Corporation shall not interfere or allow
interference, in any manner, with any aid to
navigation nor hinder activities required for the
operation and maintenance of any aid to navi-
gation, without the express written permission
of the head of the agency responsible for oper-
ating and maintaining the aid to navigation.

(f) REMEDIES AND REVERSIONARY INTEREST.—
The Naval Reserve Pier property, at the option
of the Administrator, shall revert to the United
States and be placed under the administrative
control of the Administrator, if, and only if, the
Corporation fails to abide by any of the terms of
this section or any agreement entered into under
subsection (b), (c), or (d) of this section.

(g) LIABILITY OF THE PARTIES.—The liability
of the United States and the Corporation for
any injury, death, or damage to or loss of prop-
erty occurring on the leased property shall be
determined with reference to existing State or
Federal law, as appropriate, and any such li-
ability may not be modified or enlarged by this
Act or any agreement of the parties.

(h) EXPIRATION OF AUTHORITY TO CONVEY.—
The authority to convey the Naval Reserve
Property under this section shall expire 3 years
after the date of enactment of this Act.

(i) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) AID TO NAVIGATION.—The term ‘‘aid to
navigation’ means equipment used for naviga-
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tional purposed, including but not limited to, a
light, antenna, sound signal, electronic naviga-
tion equipment, cameras, sensors power source,
or other related equipment which are operated
or maintained by the United States.

(2) CORPORATION.—The term ‘‘Corporation’’
means the Gulf of Maine Aquarium Develop-
ment Corporation, its successors and assigns.
SEC. 503. TRANSFER OF COAST GUARD STATION

SCITUATE TO THE NATIONAL OCE-
ANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINIS-
TRATION.

(&) AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the
General Services Administration (Adminis-
trator), in consultation with the Commandant,
United States Coast Guard, may transfer, with-
out consideration, administrative jurisdiction,
custody and control over the Federal property,
known as Coast Guard Station Scituate, to the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion (NOAA). Since the Federal agency actions
necessary to effectuate the administrative trans-
fer of the property will further the objectives of
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969,
Public Law 91-190 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,
Public Law 89-665 (16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.), proce-
dures applicable to agency actions under these
laws are unnecessary and shall not be required.
Similarly, the Federal agency actions necessary
to effectuate the transfer of the property will
not be subject to the Stewart B. McKinney
Homeless Assistance Act, Public Law 100-77 (42
U.S.C. 11301 et seq.).

(2) IDENTIFICATION OF PROPERTY.—The Ad-
ministrator, in consultation with the Com-
mandant, may identify, describe, and determine
the property to be transferred under this sub-
section.

(b) TERMS OF TRANSFER.—The transfer of the
property shall be made subject to any conditions
and reservations the Administrator and the
Commandant consider necessary to ensure
that—

(1) the transfer of the property to NOAA is
contingent upon the relocation of Coast Guard
Station Scituate to a suitable site;

(2) there is reserved to the Coast Guard the
right to remove, relocate, or replace any aid to
navigation located upon, or install any aid to
navigation upon, the property transferred under
this section as may be necessary for naviga-
tional purposes; and

(3) the Coast Guard shall have the right to
enter the property transferred under this section
at any time, without notice, for purposes of op-
erating, maintaining, and inspecting any aid to
navigation. The transfer of the property shall be
made subject to the review and acceptance of
the property by NOAA.

() RELOCATION OF STATION SCITUATE.—The
Coast Guard may lease land, including unim-
proved or vacant land, for a term not to exceed
20 years, for the purpose of relocating Coast
Guard Station Scituate. The Coast Guard may
improve the land leased under paragraph (1) of
this subsection.

SEC. 504. HARBOR SAFETY COMMITTEES.

(a) STUDY.—The Coast Guard shall study ex-
isting harbor safety committees in the United
States to identify—

(1) strategies for gaining successful coopera-
tion among the various groups having an inter-
est in the local port or waterway;

(2) organizational models that can be applied
to new or existing harbor safety committees or to
prototype harbor safety committees established
under subsection (b);

(3) technological assistance that will help har-
bor safety committees overcome local impedi-
ments to safety, mobility, environmental protec-
tion, and port security; and

(4) recurring resources necessary to ensure the
success of harbor safety committees.

(b) PROTOTYPE COMMITTEES.—The Coast
Guard shall test the feasibility of expanding the
harbor safety committee concept to small and
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medium-sized ports that are not generally served
by a harbor safety committee by establishing 1
or more prototype harbor safety committees. In
selecting a location or locations for the estab-
lishment of a prototype harbor safety committee,
the Coast Guard shall—

(1) consider the results of the study conducted
under subsection (a);

(2) consider identified safety issues for a par-
ticular port;

(3) compare the potential benefits of estab-
lishing such a committee with the burdens the
establishment of such a committee would impose
on participating agencies and organizations;

(4) consider the anticipated level of support
from interested parties; and

(5) take into account such other factors as
may be appropriate.

(c) EFFECT ON EXISTING PROGRAMS AND STATE
LAw.—Nothing in this section—

(1) limits the scope or activities of harbor safe-
ty committees in existence on the date of enact-
ment of this Act;

(2) precludes the establishment of new harbor
safety committees in locations not selected for
the establishment of a prototype committee
under subsection (b); or

(3) preempts State law.

(d) NONAPPLICATION OF FACA.—The Federal
Advisory Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) does not
apply to harbor safety committees established
under this section or any other provision of law.

(e) HARBOR SAFETY COMMITTEE DEFINED.—In
this section, the term ‘*harbor safety committee”
means a local coordinating body—

(1) whose responsibilities include recom-
mending actions to improve the safety of a port
or waterway; and

(2) the membership of which includes rep-
resentatives of government agencies, maritime
labor and industry organizations, environ-
mental groups, and public interest groups.

SEC. 505. EXTENSION OF INTERIM AUTHORITY
FOR DRY BULK CARGO RESIDUE DIS-
POSAL.

Section 415(b)(2) of the Coast Guard Author-
ization Act of 1998 is amended by striking
“2002.”” and inserting ‘“2003.”.

SEC. 506. VESSEL MIST COVE.

(a) CONSTRUCTION TONNAGE OF M/V MIST
CoVE.—The M/V MIST COVE (United States of-
ficial number 1085817) is deemed to be less than
100 gross tons, as measured by chapter 145 of
title 46, United States Code, for purposes of ap-
plying the optional regulatory measurement
under section 14305 of that title.

(b) LIMITATION ON APPLICATION.—Subsection
(a) shall not apply on any date on which the
length of the vessel exceeds 157 feet.

SEC. 507. LIGHTHOUSE CONVEYANCE.

Nothwithstanding any other provision of law,
the conveyance authorized by  section
416(a)(1)(H) of Public Law 105-383 shall take
place within 3 months after the date of enact-
ment of this Act. Notwithstanding the previous
sentence, the conveyance shall be subject to sub-
sections (a)(2), (a)(3), (b), and (c) of section 416
of Public Law 105-383.

AMENDMENT NO. 4022

(Purpose: To make changes and additions to
the bill as reported by the Committee)

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, Sen-
ators SNOowe and KERRY have an
amendment at the desk. | ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. CAMP-
BELL], for Ms. SNoweg, for herself and Mr.
KERRY, proposes an amendment numbered
4022.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘“‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”’)

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent the amendment be
agreed to.

The amendment (No. 4022) was agreed
to.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, | am
pleased that today the Senate is con-
sidering passage of S. 1089, the Coast
Guard Authorization Act of 2000. | have
also filed a manager’s amendment
which makes a series of necessary
changes to the reported bill.

The Coast Guard has been defined as
““a unique instrument of national secu-
rity.”” But it is so much more than sim-
ply one-fifth of our Armed Forces. The
Coast Guard’s peacetime missions con-
tinue to expand as our nation asks
more and more of these 36,000 men and
women who serve our country. From
its traditional roles of rescuing mari-
ners in distress and protecting the ma-
rine environment, to more recent re-
sponsibilities including intercepting il-
legal drugs and alien migrants bound
for U.S. shores, the Coast Guard has
proven time and again why this agency
is so valuable. Whether it is protecting
mariners along the Maine coastline,
managing inland waterway barge traf-
fic on the Mississippi River, or enforc-
ing fisheries conservation laws in the
Bering Sea, the Coast Guard provides
an indispensable service to our nation.

Despite the fact that demands on the
agency continue to grow, the Coast
Guard, like the other four military
services, faces critical readiness prob-
lems. In January, the Commandant of
the Coast Guard was forced to cut back
all routine, non-emergency operations
by 10 percent. Unfortunately, on May
30, the Commandant announced a fur-
ther reduction in missions which re-
sulted in an overall 25 percent reduc-
tion in routine operations. This cut re-
sulted in a 20 percent reduction in fish-
eries law enforcement patrols in the
Gulf of Maine and forced two Portland-
based Coast Guard cutters to decrease
their at sea time by nearly 65 percent
this year. Mr. President, this is simply
unacceptable.

Several weeks ago, the Military Con-
struction Appropriations Bill for fiscal
year 2001 was enacted. This bill con-
tained $700 million in supplemental
emergency appropriations for the Coast
Guard. It is now incumbent upon the
Administration to declare the existing
readiness shortfalls and reduction in
operations as an emergency condition
which requires supplemental funding.
Only then will the Coast Guard receive
this critical funding and be able to re-
sume normal operations protecting our
coasts, our resources and our citizens.

Mr. President, the bill before the
Senate attempts to solve the Coast
Guard’s most immediate problems and
provides future funding levels and
other readiness improvements that
would restore the Coast Guard’s ability
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to continue operating at normal levels
and prevent reductions in the future. S.
1089 authorizes the Coast Guard at $3.95
billion for fiscal year 2000, a $200 mil-
lion increase over the fiscal year 2000
appropriated level. It also authorizes
$4.75 billion for fiscal year 2001, an $800
million increase over the fiscal year
2000 appropriated level. In addition, the
bill authorizes such funds as may be
necessary in fiscal year 2002, depending
on the Administration’s request. It
funds critical readiness areas, such as
increases in military pay and housing
allowances as well as enhanced recruit-
ing programs. In addition, the bill au-
thorizes several important procure-
ment projects including the Integrated
Deepwater System that will recapi-
talize the Coast Guard’s fleet of aging
ships and aircraft over the next ten
years. Moreover, it authorizes the mod-
ernization of the Coast Guard’s Na-
tional Distress and Response system,
our country’s 1950’s era maritime emer-
gency communication system. S. 1089
also authorizes several management
improvements requested by the Coast
Guard to provide parity between Coast
Guard military members and other De-
partment of Defense service members.

The bill authorizes end-of-year mili-
tary strength and training levels that
would address personnel shortages cre-
ated by a Service that may have been
too aggressive in its streamlining ini-
tiatives during the last decade. This
bill authorizes funding to recapitalize
the LORAN-C radio navigation system,
which continues to be the primary
navigation system used by many vessel
and aircraft owners. It also authorizes
the Coast Guard to operate excess
Navy patrol craft in their mission to
stop the flow of illegal drugs across the
Caribbean Basin. Finally, S. 1089 ad-
dresses various personnel management
and marine safety issues to improve
day-to-day operations of the Coast
Guard.

During the winter of 1999-2000, my
home state of Maine experienced severe
freezing on our rivers and bays. With-
out the work of Coast Guard ice-
breakers, which cleared waterways for
heating oil barges, Maine could have
suffered from a heating oil shortage.
The work of these small cutters is crit-
ical to Maine and the entire northeast.
As such, this bill requires the Coast
Guard to conduct an in depth study of
future domestic icebreaking require-
ments. It further requires the Coast
Guard to operate and maintain their
fleet of harbor icebreakers until the
Congress has had an adequate period to
evaluate the agency’s recommenda-
tions.

Mr. President, | believe the Coast
Guard is up to the challenge of being
the world’s premier maritime organiza-
tion despite the readiness problems it
currently faces. It is my belief this bill
provides the Coast Guard with the sup-
port it needs to meet that challenge.

Let me take this opportunity to
thank Senator MCcCAIN, the Chairman
of the Commerce Committee, Senator
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HOLLINGS, the ranking member on the
Committee, Senator KERRY, the rank-
ing member on the Oceans and Fish-
eries Subcommittee, and the other
Committee members for their bipar-
tisan support of the Coast Guard
throughout this process. Mr. President,
I urge the adoption of the manager’s
amendment and passage of S. 1089.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, | rise in
support of the Coast Guard Authoriza-
tion Act of 2000. Charged with main-
taining our national defense and the
safety of our citizens, the Coast Guard
is a multi-mission agency. The Coast
Guard is a branch of the U.S. Armed
Forces, but it is also responsible for
search and rescue services and mari-
time law enforcement throughout our
nation’s waters. Daily operations in-
clude drug interdiction, environmental
protection, marine inspection, licens-
ing, port safety and security, aids to
navigation, waterways management,
and boating safety.

Recently the Coast Guard has been
forced to reduce its services and cut its
operations as a result of funding short-
falls. Earlier this year, the Coast
Guard reduced its non-emergency oper-
ations first by 10 percent and subse-
quently by 25 percent. Mr. President,
the Coast Guard deserves better, and
the bill before the Senate authorizes
funding at levels which would restore
the Coast Guard to normal operations
levels and prevent reductions in the fu-
ture. Additionally, the bill provides
necessary funding for cutter and air-
craft maintenance including the elimi-
nation of the existing spare parts
shortage. Simply put, S.1089 allows the
Coast Guard to continue their critical
work on behalf of our country.

This bill provides the funding nec-
essary to maintain the level of service
and the quality of performance that
the United States has come to expect
from the Coast Guard. | commend the
men and women of the Coast Guard for
their honorable and courageous service
to this country. The bill authorizes
$3.95 billion in FY 2000, $4.75 billion in
2001, and such funds as may be nec-
essary in FY 2002, depending on the ad-
ministration’s request.

One critical goal of this bill is to pro-
vide parity with the Department of De-
fense on certain personnel matters. Mr.
President, we should ensure that the
men and women serving in the Coast
Guard are not adversely effected be-
cause the Coast Guard does not fall
under the DOD umbrella. This bill pro-
vides parity with DOD for military pay
and housing allowance increases, Coast
Guard membership on the USO Board
of Governors, and compensation for
isolated duty.

In today’s strong economy, maintain-
ing high level service members is a se-
rious challenge. Additional funding in
this bill provides for recruiting and re-
tention initiatives, to ensure that the
Coast Guard retains the most qualified
young Americans. In addition, it ad-
dresses the current shortage of quali-
fied pilots and authorizes the Coast
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Guard to send more students to flight
school.

Mr. President, the Coast Guard is the
lead federal agency in maritime drug
interdiction. Therefore, they are often
our nation’s first line of defense in the
war on drugs. This bill authorizes the
Coast Guard to acquire and operate up
to seven ex-Navy patrol boats, thereby
expanding the Coast Guard’s critical
presence in the Caribbean, a major
drug trafficking area. With the vast
majority of the drugs smuggled into
the United States on the water, the
Coast Guard must remain well
equipped to prevent drugs from reach-
ing our schools and streets.

Environmental protection, including
oil-spill cleanup, is an invaluable serv-
ice provided by the Coast Guard. Under
current law, the Coast Guard has ac-
cess to a permanent annual appropria-
tion of $50 million, distributed by the
Oil Spill Liability Trust Fund, to carry
out emergency oil spill response needs.
Over the past few years, the fund has
spent an average of $42 to $50 million
per year, without the occurrence of a
major oil spill. Clearly these funds
would not be adequate to respond to a
large spill. For instance, a spill the size
of the Exxon Valdez could easily de-
plete the annual appropriated funds in
two to three weeks. This bill author-
izes the Coast Guard to borrow up to an
additional $100 million, per incident,
from the Oil Spill Liability Trust
Fund, for emergency spill responses. In
such cases, it also requires the Coast
Guard to notify Congress of amounts
borrowed within thirty days and repay
such amounts once payment is col-
lected from the responsible party.

This bill represents a thorough set of
improvements which will make the
Coast Guard more effective, improve
the quality of life of its personnel, and
facilitate their daily operations. |
would like to express my gratitude and
that of the full Commerce Committee
to staff who worked on this bill, includ-

ing Sloan Rappoport, Stephanie
Bailenson, Rob Freeman, Emily
Lindow, Brooke Sikora, Margaret

Spring, Catherine Wannamaker, Jean
Toal, Carl Bentzel, and Rick Kenin, a
Coast Guard fellow whose knowledge of
the Coast Guard was invaluable to the
Committee because he was able to give
a first hand account of how this bill
will improve the lives of the men and
women who so dutifully serve our na-
tion. | would also like to thank Sen-
ators SNOWE, HOLLINGS, and KERRY for
their bipartisan support of and hard
work on this bill.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, | rise
today to support Senate passage of
H.R. 820, as a amended by the text of S.
1089, the Coast Guard Authorization
Act of 2000. I would like to thank Sen-
ator SNOWE for her leadership on this
very important legislation, of which 1
am proud to be a cosponsor. The legis-
lation provides authorization of appro-
priations for fiscal years 2000 through
2002 for the U.S. Coast Guard, and is an
important step to helping them further
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their responsibilities that are so impor-
tant to all of us.

It is widely recognized that the Coast
Guard is critically underfunded. Pursu-
ant to the administration’s request,
H.R. 820 authorizes a substantial in-
crease in the two largest Coast Guard
appropriation accounts, operating ex-
penses and acquisition, construction,
and improvement of equipment and fa-
cilities. Operating funds are critically
needed by the Coast Guard to protect
public safety and the marine environ-
ment, enforce laws and treaties, ensure
safety and compliance in our marine
fisheries, maintain aids to navigation,
prevent illegal drug trafficking and il-
legal alien migration, and preserve de-
fense readiness.

H.R. 820 will also provide an increase
of approximately $130 million for the
acquisition, construction, and improve-
ment of equipment and facilities.
These funds would be used to support
vital long-term projects such as the
Deepwater System, which the Coast
Guard launched in 1998 to modernize its
aging, and now inadequate, deepwater-
capable cutters and aircraft. H.R. 820
specifically authorizes $42.3 million of
the $9.6 billion required over the next
twenty years for this Integrated Deep-
water System.

Increasing authorization levels for
the Coast Guard is important, but we
must continue to work together to en-
sure the increases in this bill become a
reality for the agency in the coming
years. The Coast Guard is facing a fis-
cal crisis as a result of a number of
budgetary pressures. While demand for
Coast Guard services continues to in-
crease, there has been no parallel in-
crease in the amounts available for the
Coast Guard in our budget. We are only
in the beginning stages of modernizing
aging ships and aircraft through the
Deepwater Project, and funding needs
will increase in the coming years. At
the same time, the number of jobs cre-
ated by the new economy has severely
affected Coast Guard recruitment, and
it disturbs me to report that the Coast
Guard is short nearly 1,000 uniformed
personnel. Ever-increasing fuel and
maintenance costs, along with these
escalating recruiting costs to address
personnel shortfalls, have placed in-
creased pressure on Coast Guard oper-
ations.

This year, these pressures forced the
Coast Guard to reduce days at seas and
flight hours for a number of its mis-
sions such as environmental protec-
tion, fisheries enforcement, and drug
trafficking; meanwhile, the demands of
these missions grow daily. More com-
mercial and recreational vessels ply
our waters today than ever before in
our Nation’s history. International
trade has expanded greatly, resulting
in increased maritime traffic through
our Nation’s ports and harbors. Tighter
border patrols have forced drug traf-
fickers to use the thousands of miles of
our county’s coastline as the means to
introduce illegal drugs into our coun-
try. In a typical day the Coast Guard
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will save 14 lives, seize 209 pounds of
marijuana and 170 pounds of cocaine,
and save $2.5 million in property.

The continued operation of all of the
Coast Guard services is critical. The
men and women of the Coast Guard do
their utmost for us every day. We owe
it to them to provide the resources nec-
essary to carry out their missions ef-
fectively and safely. H.R. 820 is a good
first step, and | would hope that my
colleagues will join Senator SNOWE and
me in our continuing effort to rebuild
our Nation’s oldest sea service.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent the bill be read the
third time.

The bill (S. 1089), as amended, was
read the third time.

Mr. CAMPBELL. | further ask unani-
mous consent H.R. 820 be discharged
from the Commerce Committee and the
Senate proceed to its consideration.
Further, | ask all after the enacting
clause be stricken and the text of S.
1089, as amended, be inserted in lieu
thereof, the bill be read the third time
and passed, with a motion to recon-
sider laid upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill (H.R. 820), as amended, was
read the third time and passed.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent the Senate insist
on its amendment, request a con-
ference with the House, and th